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ABSTRACT 
 Despite firm knowledge of the instructional actions taken by 
skillful teachers, the evidence of persistently low levels of literacy achievement 
among urban secondary students underscores the complexity of achieving 
meaningful change in routine teaching practices. This study was motivated by 
the need to improve teaching practices and improve literacy achievement among 
Black and Latino youth.  
In this mixed-methods study, I researched the extent to which the 
understandings about effective instruction guided the instruction of two highly-
regarded secondary English language arts classroom teachers. The data for this 
study included initial teacher interviews, videos of classroom observations, 
teacher and researcher reflections of practice, and teacher retrospective 
interviews. The analyses included identifying, analyzing, and classifying:  (1) the 
 vii 
occurrence of explicit instruction of reading strategies, development of requisite 
background knowledge, culturally responsive pedagogy, and disciplinary 
literacy in English language arts secondary classrooms, (2) the types of decisions 
teachers make related to these factors when enacting a standards-based 
curriculum, and (3) how these decisions affect student achievement.  
The analyses led to two major findings: (1) both teachers modified the new 
standards-based language arts curriculum, but in varied ways and for 
substantially different reasons; and (2) the students whose instruction included 
the use of research-based strategies to access and build requisite background 
knowledge along with disciplinary literacy strategies made significant gains in 
reading achievement. 
The overall results of this study confirm and expand the existing literature 
in several ways: (1) by calling attention to how curricular modifications related to 
the development of requisite background knowledge and instruction in 
disciplinary literacy strategies serve to facilitate students’ access to complex texts; 
(2) by identifying some of the reasons for and obstacles to curricular modification 
for particular teachers in particular contexts; and (3) by providing preliminary 
evidence of positive reading outcomes for Black and Latino students who read 
complex texts in classrooms in which teachers emphasize disciplinary literacy 
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practices, development of requisite background knowledge, and explicit 
instruction in comprehension strategies. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Statement of the Problem 
 Despite efforts over several decades, the gap in academic achievement 
among racial and ethnic groups persists. According to research only 17% of Black 
eighth graders and 22% of Latino eighth graders achieved at the level of 
proficient readers (NAEP, 2012). Yet, there is debate in the research community 
about what the gap indicates (Lee & Spratley, 2010). Most researchers assert that 
standardized tests measure developed, rather than innate, abilities (Jencks & 
Phillips, 1998; Lee & Spratley, 2010), and as such, students’ achievement on them 
is largely dependent on their opportunities to learn, both in and out of school. 
Studies indicate that demographic and family variables contribute to closing one-
third of the achievement gap (Grissmer, Nataraj Kirby, Berends, & Williamson, 
1994). However, these factors, alone, do not explain the low rates of reading 
performance. According to American College Testing (ACT), the number of 
students on track for college and career readiness decreases as students’ progress 
from eighth through twelfth grade (ACT, 2006). One explanation for the decrease 
may be the type of instruction students receive when they enter secondary 
schools. Some researchers have asserted that, while the complexity of texts used 
in entry-level college courses has increased, the complexity of texts used in 
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middle and high schools has decreased (Chall 1977; Hayes, Wolfer, & Wolfe, 
1996). Furthermore, the decline in text complexity has been observed by some to 
be accompanied by an overall decline in rigor (Chall 1977; Hayes, Wolfer, & 
Wolfe, 1996; Shanahan, 2012). That is, in addition to the use of low-level texts, 
instruction is often focused on isolated vocabulary and generic reading 
strategies; and these skills are often taught outside of meaningful text (Lee, 2010). 
As a consequence, a large number of students exit high school unprepared for 
curricula or the task demands they will encounter at the college level (Hayes, 
Wolfer, & Wolfe, 1996; NAEP, 2012; Pierie, Moran, & Lutkus, 2005).  
The claim that the curriculum, itself, is at least partially to blame for 
persistent underachievement by adolescents in urban schools has led policy 
makers to insist that students be given greater curricular challenge, as evident in 
the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) adopted by many schools throughout 
the United States. In many urban schools, the demand to increase curriculum 
rigor has been met by selecting an existing or “packaged” curriculum, with an 
expectation that if teachers are simply given the “right” curriculum (i.e., more 
complex texts along with more complex tasks), their students will excel. This 
idea has been persistent even in the face of long-standing evidence that teaching 
actions, not curricular programs, explain student outcomes (e.g., Anderson, 
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Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Bond & Dykstra, 1997). Although this 
approach has historically been most common in elementary grades (e.g., Taylor, 
Pearson, & Pressley, 2002; Wade & Moje, 2000), with the implementation of CCSS 
many secondary schools are following their lead, searching, too, for the “right” 
curriculum (Benson, 2003; O’Shea, 2005). 
In sum, adolescents in the U.S. experience persistently low rates of literacy 
achievement and these are especially notable in urban schools, which are largely 
attended by Black and Latino youth. Although differences in students’ 
opportunities to learn outside of school may explain some of the achievement 
differences, it is clear that there are other factors at work. At present, one of the 
factors receiving substantial attention is the type of texts students read, and 
many school administrators and teachers are turning to a standards-based 
curriculum characterized by “complex” texts as a solution to the problem of low 
rates of achievement. In this study, I set out to understand how two teachers—
each experienced and regarded by their administrators and peers as effective 
teachers—enacted such a curriculum; and in addition, to understand how their 
students experienced and learned from the curriculum.   
Research Foundation 
 The study described herein examined the ways two experienced 
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secondary school teachers regarded by administrators and peers as highly 
effective enacted a standards-based curriculum. This study was grounded in an 
assumption that experienced and effective teachers, faced with a new, standards-
based curriculum, would bring their own pedagogical content knowledge and 
experience to bear in different ways; and these differences would affect the ways 
their students experienced and learned from the curriculum. I focused on six 
variables that research has suggested impact the achievement of youth in urban 
contexts: (1) curriculum as the foundation for reading achievement, (2) text 
complexity, (3) explicit instruction of reading strategies, (4) development of 
background knowledge (schema) relevant to the target texts, (5) use of culturally 
relevant pedagogy, and (6) instruction in disciplinary literacy. In this section, I 
provide a brief explanation of the ways these factors have been found to interact 
to enable successful reading and learning experiences in a secondary school 
classroom.  
Curriculum as the foundation for reading achievement. As explained by 
Doll (1993), the traditional understanding of curriculum is both long-standing 
(since the late 16th century; Doll, 2008) and widely held as pre-determined, linear 
content. In fact, Doll (2008) argues that this understanding of curriculum is 
inadequate; that, in fact curriculum should be envisioned as a collection of 
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interconnected strands: structure, process, content, teaching, and learning. 
Moreover, Doll argues that curriculum structure, content, and process (e.g. goals, 
objectives, plans, methods, materials, and assessments) are embedded and 
enacted in social and educational contexts that determine their purpose and 
scope. Snyder, Bolin, and Zumwalt (1992) defined curriculum enactment as the 
educational experiences jointly created by students and teacher in the classroom. 
In this view, curriculum cannot be defined or evaluated outside the context of 
enactment. Rather, it is enacted curriculum that is the foundation of the teaching 
and learning processes that happen in the classroom and, as such, it is enacted 
curriculum that is at the core of education.  
As education reform efforts have moved toward a standards-based, 
accountability-driven, and systemically-integrated approach to improving 
instructional quality and student learning, researchers have become increasingly 
interested in this notion of enacted curriculum, examining the relationship 
between the intended curriculum, the curriculum as it is enacted or delivered to 
students, and the goals of state and district initiatives.  
Text complexity. According to some researchers, the clearest 
differentiator of performance between students who are ready for college and 
those who are not is their ability to read and understand complex texts (ACT, 
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2006). These researchers believe that many opportunities to read and respond to 
sufficiently complex texts will increase the likelihood that students will develop 
into critical thinkers who can successfully engage in college and the workplace. 
These claims have been supported by the evidence (ACT, 2006) that student 
performance was not distinguished in any significant way by question type 
(main, idea, word meaning or details) or question level (literal versus inferential). 
Rather, student performance differed in relation to text complexity. That is, texts 
that were characterized by complex relationships among characters and ideas, 
the density of the information presented in the text, the organization of ideas, the 
author’s style and tone, the level of vocabulary, and the author’s purpose.  This 
evidence largely accounts for the demand in the Common Core State Standards 
(2010) for inclusion of complex texts as part of the K–12 curriculum, most evident 
in Anchor Standard 10: “Read and comprehend complex literary and 
informational texts independently and proficiently” (NGA & CCSSO, 2010a, p. 
10), which hinges on students having sufficient opportunities to read 
progressively complex texts across a band of grades from second to twelfth 
grades. 
Explicit instruction. Explicit instruction is organized, systematic, logical, 
and considered among the most effective instructional methods available to 
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educators (Archer & Hughes, 2011). Explicit instruction can be viewed as 
providing a series of instructional supports or scaffolds—first through the logical 
selection and sequencing of content, and then by breaking down that content into 
manageable instructional units (Hollingsworth & Ybarra, 2009). Instructional 
delivery is characterized by clear descriptions and demonstrations of a skill, 
followed by supported practice and timely feedback. Initial practice is carried out 
with high levels of teacher involvement; however, once student success is 
evident, the teacher’s support is systematically withdrawn, and the students 
move toward independent performance. Researchers have identified that the 
elements of explicit instruction provide students with an academic advantage 
when learning to read (Chall, 2002; Duffy, Roehler, Sivan, Rackliffe, Book, 
Meloth, Vavrus, Wesselman, Putnam, & Basir., 1987; Pearson & Dole, 1987; 
Stevens, Van Meter, Garner, & Warcholak, 2008; Torgesen, 2004).  
The instructional elements of explicit instruction that effectively scaffold 
instruction include: (a) stating clear and concise objectives, (b) activating and 
building prior knowledge, (c) direct explanation of learning processes, (d) 
interaction and discussion with text, (e) modeling of cognitive reading strategies, 
(f) scaffolding students’ acquisition of skills, concepts, and strategies, (g) 
providing students guided practice and gradual release of responsibility, (h) 
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application of concepts, skills, and strategies in reading, (i) concrete feedback, 
and (j) monitoring of student engagement and progress. The use of these 
elements of explicit instruction when teaching reading have demonstrated 
positive influences on student achievement (Dewitz, Jones, & Leahy, 2009; 
Purcell-Gates, Duke, & Martineau, 2007; Rupley, Blair, & Nichols, 2009; Taylor, 
Mraz, Nichols, Rickelman, & Wood, 2009; Wilson, 2008). 
Development of background knowledge (Schema). Schema theory 
explains how people store information in memory and develop ideas from 
simple to complex. Schema consist of concepts that are related to each other, 
which function like programs of general knowledge that can be applied to many 
different situations. We organize our knowledge in schema that assist in recall 
and use of stored knowledge.  Researchers (e.g., Alexander & Murphy, 1998; 
Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000) argue that key to understanding differences 
between the functions of the novice and the expert mind is the overall 
understanding that knowledge is stored, connected, and organized around key 
concepts that support understanding and transfer, not simply the ability to 
remember. Moreover, people construct new knowledge based on what they 
already know and believe. Thus, existing prior knowledge, or schema, has an 
enduring legacy on the process of acquiring new knowledge (Alexander & 
 9 
Murphy, 1998; Bransford, Brown & Cocking, 2005; Donovan & Bransford, 2005).   
Use of culturally relevant pedagogy. Culturally relevant pedagogy is an 
approach to teaching that is grounded in the theoretical understanding that 
knowledge is socially constructed, and culture provides a perceptual lens 
through which experiences are filtered and knowledge and meaning is 
constructed (Gay, 2010). Therefore, knowledge is a reflection of the culture in 
which it is developed. Knowledge is not neutral; it is value-laden and reflects the 
specific beliefs and world views of the individuals who own the knowledge. 
Culturally relevant pedagogy, at its foundation, builds on schema theory in that 
it acknowledges the importance of grounding instruction in what students 
already know and recognize in their world; it considers a range of students’ 
needs, interests, and behaviors particularly in relation to students’ cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds and experiences. In addition, a culturally relevant 
approach to teaching is empirically grounded in evidence that it is associated 
with a high probability of improving the academic achievement of students from 
culturally diverse backgrounds (Gay, 2010; Lee, 2010; 2007; 2004; Ladson-Billings, 
1995). 
Instruction in disciplinary literacy. Research indicates that texts within 
each discipline are characterized by unique ways of creating, disseminating, and 
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evaluating knowledge (Fang & Schlepegrell, 2010; Halliday, 1999, 2004). These 
disciplinary differences pose literacy challenges in the acquisition of vocabulary, 
concepts, discourses, and language use. For students to learn from these 
disciplinary texts, instruction must facilitate their awareness of the discipline-
specific characteristics and their understanding of what it means to read and 
write “like a scientist” (or historian, or mathematician) (Alverman, 2003; Lee, 
2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & Greenleaf 1999; 2009; Shanahan & 
Shanahan 2008). 
Definition of Terms 
 I have adopted the following operational definitions:  
 Academic Achievement Gap is the difference in academic achievement 
between Black/African American, and Latino students and their White peers and 
the difference in academic achievement between students in low-income families 
and their peers in middle and upper class families. 
 American Indian or Alaska Native people are those who have origins in any 
of the original peoples of North and South America (including Central America), 
and maintain tribal affiliation or community attachment. 
 Background Knowledge can be defined as the knowledge students have, 
learned both formally in the classroom as well as informally through life 
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experiences. 
 Black/African American refers to the Black racial and ethnic group and 
anyone with origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa including the 
West Indies and Cape Verde. 
 Complex Text refers to texts that adhere to the three-part definition used by 
the Common Core State Standards for determining complexity: Quantitative, 
qualitative, and reader and task demands. 
 Culturally Relevant Pedagogy is using the cultural knowledge, prior 
experience, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse 
students to make learning encounters more relevant and effective in promoting 
academic achievement; it teaches to and through the strengths of students. It is 
culturally validating and affirming. 
 Disciplinary literacy involves the use of reading, reasoning, investigating, 
speaking, and writing required to learn and form complex content knowledge 
appropriate to a particular discipline (content knowledge).  
 English Language Learners (ELLs) are students whose first language is other 
than English and who are unable to perform ordinary classroom work in English. 
Explicit instruction is providing a series of instructional supports or 
scaffolds—first through the logical selection and sequencing of content, and then 
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by breaking down that content into manageable instructional units. Initial 
practice is carried out with high levels of teacher involvement; however, once 
student success is evident, the teacher’s support is systematically withdrawn, 
and the students move toward independent performance. 
 First Language not English students refers to those whose first language and 
the current language used by the parent/guardian to communicate with the child 
is not English.  
Former ELL students are those who have transitioned out of English 
Language Learner (ELL) status during the current school year or within the past 
two school years.  
Hispanic/Latino/a are people of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or 
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origins, regardless of race. 
 Low income is indicated eligibility for free or reduced price lunch. 
Transitional Aid to Families benefits or food stamps. 
 Multi-race, Non-Hispanic/Latino/a are people who identify themselves in 
more than one racial category, but not Hispanic.  
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander are people having origins in any of the 
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.  
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Students with disabilities are those who have an Individualized Education 
Program (IEP) as defined under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.  
White are people having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, 
the Middle East or North Africa. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Review of the Literature 
This review of the literature is informed by two factors: (1) the body of 
research that supports the achievement of Black and Latino youths and (2) the 
implications of AYP and CCSS on reading achievement and instruction in urban 
districts. In this context, my review led me to focus in particular on six variables: 
(a) curriculum as the foundation for reading achievement, (b) text complexity, (c) 
explicit instruction, (d) development of background knowledge (schema), (e) use 
of culturally relevant pedagogy, and (f) instruction in disciplinary literacy. In this 
chapter, I describe the research and theory that relate each of these variables to 
the reading development (or lack thereof) of secondary students and that led to 
the research question that guides my study. 
Curriculum as the Foundation for Reading Achievement 
A large number of definitions exist for the “term” curriculum 
(Beauchamp, 1982; Jackson, 1996). Most educators acknowledge that the 
definition of curriculum identifies a body of content knowledge. But this 
definition must include both the selection of content as well as the transmission 
of content knowledge. Hence, for the purpose of this study curriculum is defined 
as both the structure of content knowledge and the pedagogy used to 
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communicate the content (Apple, 1995). Curriculum is viewed as planned, 
enacted, and received. The planned curriculum is focused on state standards and 
is considered the intended learning (Porter & Smithson, 2001; Smithson & Porter, 
1994). The enacted curriculum is what is taught in the classroom and experienced 
by students (Smithson & Porter, 1994; Porter & Smithson, 2001). The received 
curriculum is what is assessed on test standardized or otherwise (Smithson and 
Porter, 1994; Porter & Smithson, 2001). 
My review of the literature identified few contemporary studies that 
focused on the planned curriculum and its implications for reading achievement. 
For example, one of the most noted studies focused on the planned curriculum 
and was conducted by the United States Office of Education in 1967 known as 
the First Grade Reading Studies (Bond & Dykstra, 1967) and reviewed basal 
reading series, which are now referred to as core reading programs in 
elementary classrooms. This study had three goals: (1) to present information 
about the characteristics of reading and spelling programs, (2) to determine 
which approaches to teaching reading produced the highest achievements, and 
(3) to understand which programs were best suited to improve student skills in 
reading regardless of readiness. This study led to a number of reports and 
projected paths for classroom practice based on models for reading. Bond and 
 16 
Dykstra (1967) identified five categories of instructional methods used across the 
27 first-grade classrooms. The major outcome from this study was that there 
were more differences between and among teachers using the same program 
than among and between those using different programs. This study was taken 
as an early indicator that regardless of the quality of the program, it is the teacher 
and the learning environment that makes the difference in achievement. 
A number of other studies supported these early findings. For example, 
Knapp (1995) observed 140 urban classrooms in low-income areas in California, 
Ohio, and Maryland. He did not find a common curriculum, but he did find 
commonalities. For example, the curriculum in those higher achieving 
classrooms focused on higher order cognitive skills rather than low-level skills. 
In another study (Pressley, Wharton-McDonald, Mistretta-Hampston, & 
Echevarria, 1998), in observations of primary classrooms, found that the engaged 
students learned to read, read more complex texts, and wrote more logical texts. 
In these classrooms the curriculum promoted student self-regulation and 
students saw evidence of multiple strategies modeled and explained. In yet 
another study (Duffy & Rohler, 1984), teachers in more effective schools 
provided more small-group work, coached students to improve reading skills, 
and asked students higher-level questions. 
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At the secondary level, a landmark study by Judith Langer (2001) was 
informed by the work of Bond and Dykstra (1967) and focused on effective 
instruction and the enacted curriculum in secondary English classrooms. In this 
five year study, Langer compared the effective practices of 44 English teachers in 
25 schools across four states whose students were “beating the odds” on 
standardized tests in reading and writing. This study investigated the 
characteristics of instruction that accompanied student achievement in reading, 
writing, and English. It focused on English language arts programs in schools 
that had been trying to increase student performance, comparing those whose 
students performed higher than demographically comparable schools with 
schools whose scores were more typical. In analyzing the data from the 25 
schools, six features were prevalent in higher-performing as opposed to more 
typically-performing schools. The findings showed that effective teachers: 1) 
provided instruction in the knowledge and conventions of English and literacy 
occurred in separated and simulated as well as integrated experiences; (2) 
interpreted test preparation as encompassing the underlying skills and 
knowledge needed to do well in coursework as well as on tests and integrated 
into class time, as part of the ongoing English language arts curriculum; (3) made 
overt connections constantly among knowledge, skills, and ideas across lessons, 
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classes, and grades as well as across in-school and out-of-school applications; 4) 
overtly taught strategies for thinking about ideas as well as completing activities; 
(5) moved beyond those immediate goals toward students' deeper 
understandings and generation of ideas; even after achievement goals were met; 
and (6) taught the content and skills of English as social activity, with depth and 
complexity of understanding and proficiency with conventions growing from 
collaborative discourse.  
Although some of these features were present to varying degrees in the 
English programs in the more typically-performing schools, they were all present 
all of the time in the higher-performing schools, forming a consistently 
supportive environment for student learning. Langer (2001) concluded that a 
focus on comprehension, and interpretive critical thinking strategies with 
conventional and unconventional works connected to the students’ lives outside 
of school are necessary features of schools that “beat the odds” and support 
higher levels of achievement among typically low-performing student 
populations. In general, there was a consistent focus on student achievement 
with teachers providing effective feedback, providing on-going critical thinking 
activities, and modeling the use of multiple evidenced-based instructional 
strategies. The teachers in these “beating the odds” schools augmented the 
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curriculum while ensuring alignment to the standards. 
A number of smaller studies provided evidence consistent with Langer’s 
findings. For example, Brophy (1973), Durkin and Biddle (1974), and Rosenshine 
(1979) each found that students did substantially better in classrooms where 
teachers set clear goals and expectations, provided a welcoming and cooperative 
environment, had students spend more time reading and writing related to 
academic content, and respected individual differences.  
In general, these studies supported conclusions that curriculum alone 
does not improve student reading achievement. Curriculum has to be mediated 
by effective teachers who have the agency and knowledge to adjust curriculum 
to meet the needs of their individual students.  
Notwithstanding evidence such as this, a recent survey that 74% of 
elementary schools use packaged curriculum (Education Market Research, 2010), 
most of which are labeled as “research-based” and given a “stamp of approval” 
by independent research agencies and state departments of education (Simmons 
and Kame’enui, 2003). Additionally, these core reading programs or anthologies 
are perceived as including embedded differentiation to meet the needs of 
students with disabilities and English language learners (Dewitz, Leahy, Jones & 
Sullivan, 2010). Such programs often follow educational movements (e.g., 
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phonics first, whole language) and are driven by the publishing market 
(Chambliss & Callee, 1998). The notion of fidelity to program implementation is 
routinely believed to be connected to student achievement. Typically, publishers 
insist that a consistent pattern of implementation will lead to student 
achievement; in turn, administrators do not encourage their teachers to use their 
professional judgment to augment (Hiebert, 2009).  
At the secondary level, the evidence of English language arts curriculum 
use is based mostly on surveys of materials used in schools. There were few 
studies of curriculum implementation focusing on the planned curriculum. 
Typically, studies of curriculum in English focus on the canon (Applebee, 
1993)—i.e. what students read with little attention to the practices that teachers 
use to guide students as they read the texts. 
Text Complexity 
Throughout the years, reading researchers have explored methods for 
analyzing text, their structure, and complexity (Grasser, McNamara, & 
Louwerse, 2011). Beginning almost a century ago, researchers have proposed 
more than 200 readability formulas commencing with Lively & Pressey (1923). 
Almost without exception, these traditional readability formulas were based on 
syntactic and semantic complexity. Syntactic complexity typically focused on the 
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number of words per sentence, while semantic complexity was determined by 
the familiarity of words or the number of syllables per word included in text 
(Hiebert, 2010). Readability formulas are used to determine if a text is accessible 
to students. Part of providing students with appropriate texts to read includes 
assessing the difficulty of the texts to be used for instruction, and readability 
formulas that determine semantic and syntactic complexity have long been used 
for this purpose. Readability formulas have focused on three elements: (1) word 
frequency, (2) sentence length, and (3) cohesion. Earlier developers of readability 
formulas thought that texts were more complex when they contained a high 
number of unfamiliar words and long sentences. Thus, measuring readability by 
means of syntactic and semantic variables was seen as definitive and texts were 
manipulated to support this structure. Manipulation included controlling 
vocabulary by limiting the number of unfamiliar words, repeating target 
vocabulary and composing syntactically simple sentences.  
However, researchers have long argued that factors beyond those 
considered in readability formulas influence text complexity (Anderson, Hiebert, 
Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Beck, McKeown, Omanson, & Pople 1984; Beck, 
McKeown, & Worthy, 1995; Pearson 1974–75). For example, Pearson (1974–1975) 
studied third and fourth grade students in an elementary school in Minneapolis 
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and found that greater grammatical sentence complexity may support 
comprehension and memory recall. He speculated that sentence simplification 
places an inferential load on the reader to create causal relationships whereas 
longer, more linguistically complex sentences made such relationships explicit 
and thus lessened the reader’s inferential load. In other words, converting a 
complex sentence to a series of simple sentences trades explicitness for 
implicitness. This trade-off breaks the chain of comprehension and burdens the 
reader with filling in gaps of information. Additionally, text ideas, levels of 
meaning, and literary elements can raise the complexity level without obscure 
words and long sentences, suggesting that readability formulas are not sufficient 
to determine text difficulty. Contemporary researchers assert that earlier 
formulas neglected many of the variables that contribute to text complexity 
(Hiebert, 2010). 
Over the past three decades, the manipulation of syntactic and semantic 
features to produce a text at a specific readability level was subject to criticism 
that included the recommendation that students read authentic literature 
(Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985). In 1984, the International Reading 
Association (IRA) and the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) 
issued a joint statement suggesting that the use of readability formulas as the 
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sole criterion in measuring text difficulty and matching students to texts be 
discontinued. The IRA identified two major factors in assessing readability 
formulas: (1) conceptual readability includes density of concepts, abstractness of 
ideas, text organization, coherence, and sequence of ideas; and (2) readability is 
affected by format or design factors including page format, length of type lines, 
length of paragraph, and illustrations and color (Gray & Leary 1935; Klare, 1984). 
Research has expanded beyond sentence length and vocabulary difficulty to 
include approximately ten factors including six that are largely inherent in the 
text and four that involve both the reader and the text (Beck, McKeown, Sinatra, 
& Loxterman 1991; Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Kintsch & Vipond, 1979; Voss, 
Tyler, & Bizanz, 1982; 2000; Reder, 1982). Two of the six factors identified by 
researchers that are largely inherent in the text were discussed previously: 
vocabulary and sentence structure. The remaining four factors include text 
structure, elaboration, coherence and unity, and length. 
Length. Research shows that in some cases shorter texts or summaries can 
produce better comprehension (Reder, 1982). Yet, shorter length also can be a 
challenging obstacle for less fluent readers (Grobe, 1970). Such texts lack 
elaboration, which is the information in texts that explain the reasons behind 
claims or main ideas. Typically, elaboration makes information more meaningful 
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and memorable (Bransford & Johnson, 1972). In an experiment Bransford & 
Johnson (1972) using an elementary social studies text, some students were given 
unelaborated statements, for example, “The bald man read the newspaper,” and 
other students were given elaborated statements for example, “The bald man 
read the newspaper in order to look for a hat sale.” Then, both groups were 
asked questions such as “Who read the newspaper?” The students who read the 
unelaborated statements could not answer questions, while the students who 
read the elaborated statements could answer the questions.  
 Coherence and unity. Coherence refers to how a topic and its subtopic 
relate to each other, characterized by underlying semantic relations that allow 
the text to be understood and used. A text is coherent when each sentence makes 
sense in relation the preceding and subsequent sentences. That is, coherence is 
evident when a reader can move from one sentence to the next and encounter 
text as an integrated whole rather than a serious of unrelated sentences. When 
writing lacks coherence it fails to communicate its intended message to the 
reader. These conditions are governed by a writer’s intended purpose, and the 
audience’s knowledge, and expectations of the information conveyed. To make 
text coherent, writers often weave in pronouns, repetitive structures, contrast, 
and transitional markers.  
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 Text coherence is also related to overall text structure. Text structures are 
the organizational structures used within paragraphs and longer texts. When a 
text has a clear overarching structure it is more easily understood. Examples of 
text structures include: sequence/process, time order/chronology, 
problem/solution, compare/contrast, cause/effect, and inductive/deductive.  
 Beck, McKeown, Omanson, and Pople (1984) began their research with the 
premise that stories in basal readers lack coherence. They revised selected stories 
from a basal reading series (Clymer et al., 1976), one from a second-grader text 
and other from a third grade text, each about 800 words long. The researchers 
read the stories aloud and then discussed revisions. The revisions included: (1) 
correcting unclear surface features such as subject-verb agreement, inaccurate 
use of conjunctions; (2) providing additional knowledge, such as when the 
meaning or significance of an event was unfamiliar; (3) omitting excessive 
irrelevant details or distinguishing ambiguity. The changes did not alter the plot. 
The study included 48 third-grade children from three urban schools in which 
Black students comprised 75% of the population. The revised stories were given 
to 12 skilled and 12 less-skilled readers (based on Wide Range Achievement 
original stories). The other 12 skilled and 12 less-skilled readers received the 
commercial stories. Each child read the stories silently and at the end was asked 
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if s/he had difficulty. Then 35-multiple-choice questions about the story were 
administered. The results were as follows. First, the skilled readers performed 
better on recall of both the original and revised stories. Second, central and main 
ideas were recalled better than non-main ideas by both skilled and unskilled 
readers reading the revised texts. Third, the skilled and unskilled readers were 
able to recall details about the third-grade text as opposed to the second-grade 
text, an indication that the latter text contained a smaller portion of central 
content than the former text. Generally, there was a reliable interaction among 
story reading, reading skill, and centrality. Overall, the children recalled more of 
the revised stories, suggesting that readability formulas are not sufficient in 
determining text difficulty. This research confirmed that comprehension was 
higher with text at higher readability levels, but also included precise language 
and coherent structures (Beck, McKeown, Omanson, & Pople, 1984).   
In another study, Beck, McKeown, Sinatra, & Loxterman (1991) examined 
the process a reader uses by simulating: (a) how a reader might handle new text 
information, (b) the type of knowledge the reader would need to access the text, 
and (c) how the text representation influenced the revised text. This study used 
four versions of the same text: (1) textbook passage, (2) the coherent textbook 
passage, (3) voice textbook passage, and (4) voice coherent textbook passage. 
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Voice was added by incorporating theme (activity, orality, and connectivity). 
Activity involved making text more dynamic, orality included conversational 
tone, and connectivity involved highlighting relationships. The sample included 
164, fourth grade students from three elementary schools in a middle class small 
public school district outside of Pittsburgh, PA. All the fourth-grade students 
were invited to participate, and 77% of the parents gave permission. Based on the 
reading comprehension achievement test scores, students were assigned to one 
of the four texts. The examiner followed a written script that included a short 
introduction of the study, a brief overview of the context of the events described 
in the passage, and instructions for reading. The students were instructed to read 
one of the four passages silently. Then, they were asked to recall what they had 
read and answer ten open-ended questions. The results showed a strong 
advantage for the passage that exhibited both coherence and voice, with the 
coherent passage showing advantage over the other two (textbook passage, voice 
textbook passage). The researchers concluded that passages with both quality 
and verve of writing increased reading comprehension.  
 The collected findings of previous studies have led researchers to 
conclude that text complexity is determined by the interaction between the text, 
the reader, and the task (Chall & Dale, 1995), and that reading comprehension 
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develops as a reader forms representations of what is read by connecting text 
information with background knowledge (Anderson 1984). Most of the reader 
and task considerations involve knowing the students. Some of the 
considerations regarding the reader involve motivation and engagement 
(Guthrie and Humenick, 2004; Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Guthrie, Wigfield, 
Metsala & Cox, 1999). While interest in a topic is an important consideration, it is 
related to prior knowledge. Readers use background knowledge, prior 
knowledge, or experience to make connections in texts to increase 
comprehension (Anderson & Pearson, 1984). One factor in determining how 
much readers will comprehend and how well writers will be able to 
communicate about a given topic is the reader’s level of knowledge about that 
topic. According to schema theory, prior knowledge provides a framework or 
structure that improves thinking (Anderson & Pearson, 1984). 
Task-related variables include the reader’s purpose (which might shift 
over the course of the reading); type of reading, (e.g., skimming, getting the gist 
of the text; studying or reading the text with the intent of retaining information 
for a period of time); and the intended outcome (e.g., increased knowledge, a 
solution to some real-world problem, engagement with the text) (Rand, 2002).  
This review of the literature uncovered no studies that systematically 
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compared the reading gains of secondary school students instructed with easy or 
complex texts; but it did uncover a few studies that examined elementary 
students’ achievement on difficult and easy texts. For example, Morgan, Wilcox, 
and Eldredge (2000) investigated the use of dyad reading, in which students 
shared a book, reading alternate pages aloud, sitting side by side, and eyes on 
words whether they were reading or not. The randomized control-group study 
lasted 95 days and comprised three experimental groups with 17 students in 
each. Group One participated in dyad reading with instructional level texts. 
Group Two read texts two grade levels above their instructional level; and 
Group Three participated in dyad reading four grades above their instructional 
level. Each dyad group read each day for 15 minutes. Students reading texts two 
or four grade levels above their instructional reading level did significantly 
better than their peers reading at their instructional level, with students reading 
two grade levels above outperforming those reading four grade levels above.  
In another study, O’Connor, Swanson, and Geraghty (2010) demonstrated 
that, after twenty weeks of treatment, poor readers in second and fourth grade 
improved their reading rate, word recognition, and comprehension while 
reading difficult text. This study involved 123 low-skilled readers of whom 47% 
were Hispanic, 31% European, 14% African American, and 8% other ethnicity. Of 
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the 123 participants, 51% were boys. The two interventions included practice 
reading aloud with independent or difficult level text for fifteen minutes per day. 
Independent-level texts (fiction and nonfiction) were those in which students’ 
word-reading accuracy ranged from 92% to 100%. Difficult level texts (fiction 
and nonfiction) were those in which students’ word reading accuracy ranged 
from 80% to 90%. The reading materials were selected based on the students’ 
accuracy rate and interest. Nine adults listened and assisted the same number of 
students across both reading conditions. The students in the control group 
received no intervention. The treatment group students in both Grades 2 and 4 
outperformed the control group in Grades 2 and 4 in reading rate, word 
recognition, and comprehension, but not in decoding or vocabulary. This study 
found no significant difference between levels of text difficulty—that is, the 
important variable was adult mediation, rather than text difficulty. This research 
points to effective teacher mediation of complex text as key to supporting 
students.  
Although there is debate regarding the reading level of materials to build 
fluency, different studies provide evidence of higher achievement when children 
read easy texts (Juel & Schneider, 1985). Some researchers have found that texts 
should be easy to read, while others argue that easy text alone will not increase 
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fluency. In spite of competing explanations, Hiebert and Fisher (2007) argue that 
text should be accessible or easy to read. This finding was supported by other 
researchers, who concluded that text for building fluency should be decodable 
and include high frequency words (Compton, Appleton, and Hosp 2004). Carver 
and Liebert (1995) documented that reading easy or instructional level text alone 
will not increase reading skills. Researchers have found a 40–55% redundancy of 
words in texts for Grades 2 to 4 (Dowhomer, 1987; O’Connor 2002). This could 
explain the increase in fluency in the lower grades with texts at lower Lexiles. 
Less is known about older students and the redundancy rate of words in their 
texts. It can be argued, however, that text for older students includes more 
multisyllabic words; and, therefore, sizeable redundancy in word parts if not in 
particular words (O’Connor, 2010).  
 Reconciling the effects of various levels of text complexity on students’ 
reading achievement is of critical importance because there is a gap in what high 
school students — especially those who are identified as low-performing 
readers—are currently asked to read and understand and what they are asked to 
read and understand in college (ACT 2011; Hayes, Wolfer, and Wolfe, 1996; 
NAEP 2011; Pierie, Moran, & Lutkus, 2005). In reviewing the demands of texts 
across K–12, Chall et al (1977) found a steady decrease in text complexity 
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between 1963–1975. This was particularly evident in the difficulty of textbooks in 
Grades 6 and 11. After 1963, the vocabulary level of an eighth grade anthology 
was equivalent to fifth grade, and the twelfth grade anthology was equivalent to 
seventh grade. Although Hayes, Wolfer, and Wolfe (1996) found the vocabulary 
level of basal readers for Grades 1–7 increased, while the vocabulary level of 
high-school literature anthologies declined. In fact, the high-school literature 
texts differed little from the middle-school literature texts. Furthermore, during 
this period of time there was a decline in Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT) 
scores.  
The evidence that emerged from these studies is both compelling and 
confusing. For example, we know that new and difficult words were likely to 
pose a barrier to comprehension; and yet, it takes substantial proportion of 
difficult words to affect reading comprehension. We also know that very long, 
complex sentences can present difficulty; on the other hand, we know that texts 
that include explanations or elaborations are more memorable and 
comprehensible. And we know that shorter texts or summaries that maintain the 
complex vocabulary and syntax structures of the original text can produce better 
comprehension. All these factors should be considered when deciding whether 
or not a particular text should be used with a particular group of students.  
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Explicit Instruction in Reading Strategies 
Sustained research on explicit instruction has been conducted in the 
educational community and has been available as a practice to educators since 
the late 1960s. Explicit instruction has shown to be effective in supporting 
student learning and in teaching components of academic skills (National 
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). As with most 
instructional practices, there are varying degrees of acceptance. However, the 
majority favors the outcomes for students taught using explicit instruction (e.g., 
Rosenshine and Stevens, 1986; Ellis and Worthington, 1995). The NRP (2000) 
indicated the importance of using explicit instruction to teach comprehension 
strategies:  
The rationale for the explicit teaching of comprehension skills is that 
comprehension can be improved by teaching students to use cognitive 
strategies, or to reason strategically when they encounter barriers to 
understanding what they are reading. Readers acquire these strategies 
informally to some extent, but explicit or formal instruction in the 
application of comprehension strategies has been shown to be highly 
effective in enhancing understanding (p. 14). 
 34 
A similar study by Duffy and colleagues in 1986 focused on one aspect of 
explicit instruction, which were conducted to connect verbal explanation to 
student reflection and resulted in reading achievement (Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, 
Vavrus, Book, Putram, & Messleman, 1986). These findings indicated that 
teachers can become more explicit in their instruction as a result of professional 
development and training. This study identified the teachers who were able to 
provide explicit explanations of the use of reading strategies as having students 
with greater awareness of learning, strategy use, and understanding of the 
purpose of their use.  
In a later study (Rosenshine & Meister, 1992), the elements and scaffolds 
used during cognitive strategy instruction using explicit instruction were 
examined. This study defined scaffolds as supports provided by the teacher to 
help students narrow the gap between their existing skills and the projected 
outcomes. The scaffolds used in this study included: (a) modeling new cognitive 
strategies, (b) supporting rigor during guided practice, (c) providing multiple 
contexts for practice, (d) providing feedback, (e) increasing student 
responsibility, and (f) providing independent practice. These explicit 
instructional strategies were used to improve the higher-order thinking of 
students in all subject areas.  
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In 1999, Morrow, Tracey, Woo, and Pressley studied the performance of 
six exemplary first-grade teachers in order to identify elements of expert 
teaching. Through observation and interview data, they identified exemplary 
teaching to be clear, direct, and organized. In another study, Foorman and 
Torgesen (2001) found that reading failure is reduced when explicit instruction is 
provided using initial instruction that is explicit and comprehensive, followed by 
interventions that are rigorous, clear, recurring, and supportive. These findings 
support the use of explicit instructional elements mostly, as effective teaching 
practice.  
In an additional study involving students with reading disabilities, Nelson 
and Manset-Williamson (2006) found that the students who received an 
intervention involving explicit instruction made larger gains in reading 
comprehension than those who did not. Explicit comprehension instruction was 
regarded as more difficult for both teachers and students than the instruction 
received by the other students. The reasons given were that for teachers it 
required more planning and for the students it was difficult to self-regulate and 
accept responsibility for their own learning. The students in the intervention 
group showed an increase in their positive affect toward reading from pre to 
posttest (Nelson & Manset-Williamson, 2006). Essentially, although integrating 
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strategy instruction into the classroom proved to be hard work both for teachers 
and students, the benefits of this instructional improvement were important. 
The evidence that emerges from these studies indicated that the effective 
use of explicit instruction will improve students’ achievement overall but 
particularly in reading comprehension.  
Development of Background Knowledge (Schema)  
Schemata are multidimensional frameworks of mental representations of 
organized units, (related slots) which contain subschema that can be reorganized 
and restructured based on input (Ausubel, 1963; Bartlett, 1932; Rumelhart, 1980). 
These frameworks represent a collection of conceptually-related background 
knowledge or prior knowledge organized as networks, and they typically 
comprise concepts, beliefs, expectations, and information individually acquired 
and stored. Schemata are widely accepted as prerequisites for reading 
comprehension, based on the hypothesis that a reader’s background knowledge 
directly affects the development of new knowledge (Mathews, 1966). That is, 
skilled readers, rely on their schema to make sense of information as they read 
and recalling information they already know to build new understandings 
(Anderson and Pearson, 1984). Cultural backgrounds, experiences, and levels of 
knowledge will have profound effects on the ability to respond to texts as well as 
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recall information (Alexander & Murphy, 1998; Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 
1999; Donovan and Bransford, 2005). However, through direct intervention and 
explicit instruction, students’ knowledge can be modified and expanded 
(Alexander & Murphy, 1998; Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999; Donovan & 
Bransford, 2005), thereby preparing them to read and comprehend new 
information.  
Activating and building schemata. Six aspects are cited for consideration 
in schema activation: assimilating text information, allocating attention, 
inferential elaborations, searches in memory, editing and summarizing, and 
inferential reconstruction (Bransford, 2004). However, the occurrence of these six 
aspects in the schema activation process does not automatically result in 
increased comprehension. Schemata allow the reader to infer information that is 
not explicitly stated (Anderson & Pearson, 1984), but there are degrees of schema 
knowledge and at each stage of the confirmation process there is room for error. 
For example, misinformation can skew an inference, and consequently 
comprehension can be lost; alternatively, an individual’s schema may hold too 
little information or an abundance of information. Such conditions can either 
support or hinder comprehension depending on how information is organized to 
support access and recall (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2005). 
 38 
Constructing a schema requires awareness of how to create and support 
new schema. Schemata are interdependent (Anderson & Pearson, 1984). 
According to Bransford, Brown and Cocking (2005) learners require a link to 
known information to construct meaning from new information.  
Researchers examining the impact of schema theory on understanding 
reading found that learners bring a wealth of information to the task of reading. 
It is this wealth of information that influences comprehension. This claim was 
confirmed by Steffensen, Joag-Dev and Anderson (1979) in a cross-cultural 
experiment with adults. In this experiment 19 natives of India and 20 North 
Americans, all members of a college community in Illinois, read two letters. One 
letter was about a traditional wedding in India and the other about a traditional 
Christian wedding in North America. The purpose was set by informing the 
subjects that they should read to make meaning and subsequently would be 
asked comprehension questions about the passages. The subjects were then 
instructed to write everything they could remember about each passage. A 
questionnaire was completed and used for analysis.   
 Since adults have a well-developed schema of weddings in their 
individual cultures, which exhibit major differences in weddings, it was expected 
that there would be substantial differences in understanding and recalling 
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information. The subjects read the native passage more quickly than the foreign 
passage.  According to Steffensen, Joag-Dev and Anderson (1979) a recognizable 
schema supported both speed and passage comprehension. When dealing with 
the native passage, the subjects produced significantly more appropriate 
elaborations while the foreign passages produced more distortions. The 
researchers concluded that information that connects to a reader’s existing 
schemata is deemed relevant and important by the reader and more easily 
understood, learned, and remembered. 
Reynolds, Taylor, Steffensen, Shirley, and Anderson (1981) explored the 
effects of schema on the reading comprehension of subjects in subcultures living 
in the United States.  The purpose of the study was to determine if the readers in 
subcultures display differences that influence text interpretation. The 
participants included 186 eighth-grade students, with an even distribution of 
boys and girls. Fifty-five of the students attended school in an inner city Chicago 
district in a working class Black community. Seventy students attended school in 
an inner city district in a working class White community. Sixty subjects were in 
White rural Illinois towns. The students were asked to read a passage describing 
an incident in a school cafeteria that could be interpreted either as an altercation 
or as an example of sounding. Labov (1972) defined sounding, prevalent among 
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adolescent Black males, as game of verbal insults.  This game of amusement is 
often played in front of peers and involves insults about relatives or physical 
attributes. The students were asked to read carefully and then write a summary. 
The students also responded to probing questions, and were asked to complete a 
questionnaire about their knowledge of sounding, and their overall 
understanding of what they read.  As expected the Black students understood 
the passage as a friendly exchange while the white students interpreted the 
passage as an unpleasant confrontation.  Reynolds, Taylor, Steffensen, Shirley, 
and Anderson concluded that culturally laden material has a profound effect on 
the attribution of meaning. This research points to differences in opportunities 
that afford learning. 
 Splich, Vesonder, Chiesi and Voss (1979) confirmed that a student’s 
existing knowledge about a particular concept contributes to the amount and 
significance of recall. These subjects were asked to read a passage about the game 
of baseball.  Individuals with high knowledge of baseball were able to recall 
more information that was directly related to the structure of the game.  
Individuals with limited knowledge of baseball recalled scant information, 
including the names of teams, and the weather at the time of the game, Splich, 
Vesonder, Chiesi and Voss (1979) concluded that a student’s cultural 
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background, experiences, and level of knowledge in a particular sphere has a 
profound effect on the ability to make meaning from text and recall information. 
The idea that lack of schemata also contributes to gaps in opportunities to 
learn content knowledge has spurred additional research. Royer, Carlo, Dufrene, 
& Mestro (1996) found that without prior content knowledge, readers might 
understand the gist of a text but would not be able to make inferences, 
paramount in reading comprehension (Pressley, 2000). In another example, Voss 
and Silfies (1996) studied two groups of college students who were pretested on 
their history knowledge using fictitious historical accounts. One group was given 
a well-developed fundamental structure and the second group was given a 
poorly developed fundamental structure. Findings indicated that prior 
knowledge had a positive effect on literal knowledge.  Similar research in the 
content of English (Royer et al., 1996) and science (McNamara & Kintsch, 1996) 
confirmed this connection for teaching and learning.  
Overall, these studies provided compelling evidence of the important role 
that background knowledge plays in comprehension. Providing students with 
explicit instruction that activates and builds schema is essential in enhancing 
reading comprehension.  
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Use of Culturally Relevant Pedagogy  
Some researchers suggest that there is evidence that culturally relevant 
pedagogy may influence academic achievement (Allington, 2001; Delpit, 1990; 
Gay, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Lee, 1995; Le Roux, 2002; Marks & Tonso, 2006; 
Moje, 2007; Parsons, 2003; Smith, 2005; Tatum 2005). Gay (2000) defined 
culturally relevant pedagogy as using the cultural knowledge, prior experience, 
frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically-diverse students to 
make learning encounters more relevant and effective in promoting academic 
achievement; it teaches to and through the strengths of students. Gay described 
culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP) as having five distinct characteristics: (1) 
acknowledges and respects the legitimacy of the cultural heritages of different 
ethnic groups affecting students’ dispositions, attitudes, and approaches to 
learning; (2) builds a bridge between home and school experiences as well as 
between academic relevance and the sociocultural context; (3) uses a wide 
variety of instructional strategies which are represented through varying 
learning modes; (4) teaches students to know and praise their own and each 
other’s’ cultural heritages; and (5) incorporates cultural information, resources, 
and materials and skills routinely. While evidence of each of these variables was 
vital to defining culturally relevant pedagogy, authentic evidence required 
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knowledge of the intent.  
 In her study, Ladson-Billings (1995), employed teacher interviews, 
classroom observations, and group analysis of video-taped teaching segments to 
investigate the characteristics of culturally relevant teaching. Results suggest the 
following broad perceptions are common among teachers: (1) that all students 
are capable of academic success; (2) that pedagogy is both an art and a process of 
learning; and (3) that teachers are members of a community who can cultivate 
knowledge with students and as such give back to the community. This research 
identified two aspects central to the notion of high expectations. These two 
aspects were belief in student capacity for academic success and the belief that 
teachers can cultivate that capacity. 
 Research demonstrates that teachers who are able to apply culturally 
relevant pedagogies are able to make significant difference in the academic 
achievement of their students (Ladson-Billings, 2005). For example, Jones (2008) 
investigated the effects of culturally relevant instruction on the academic 
achievement of Black students in Grades 2 through 8 in the areas of English 
language arts and mathematics. In a mixed-methods study, Jones compared the 
results of the California Standards Test CST (2007) of students in an urban 
Englewood, California school, who received culturally-relevant instruction to 
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those students in the Los Angeles Unified School District who did not. In this 
study, Culturally Responsive Standards Based Instruction (CRSBI) included five 
features: caring, communication, curriculum, instruction (Gay, 2000), and a focus 
on California state content standards. Teachers in the CRSBI school incorporated 
literature that reflected African American culture across all content areas. 
Students worked in collaborative groups. The teachers conducted classes four 
days a week; received professional development; and met to discuss curriculum, 
strategies, and individual student progress to promote high academic 
achievement. The results indicated that African American students at the school 
that implemented CRSBI were 53% more likely to pass English language arts 
exams and 65% more likely to pass math exams their than counterparts in the 
Los Angeles Unified School District. The data further indicated that the same 
students were 58% more likely to pass English language arts exams and 72% 
more likely to be proficient in mathematics than their African American 
counterparts in the state of California. In this study, the inclusion of content 
standards, among other things, responded to the concept of setting high 
expectations.   
 Tatum (2008) conducted a qualitative case study of an eighth-grade 
African American male, with the goal of identifying the texts and textual 
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characteristics an adolescent male finds effective in becoming a better reader and 
shaping his identity. In this ten-month study, Tatum provided texts (i.e., poems, 
essays, speeches, books, and news clippings) and recorded 20 discussions of 90-
minute duration. These discussions took place every other Saturday at a 
bookstore or library. During the last ten minutes of each discussion, the 16-year-
old student recorded his reflections in a journal. At 10-week intervals, the 
researcher conducted four 30-minute interviews to reflect on the discussions with 
the participant. Discussion and interview transcripts were analyzed and coded. 
Tatum reported that the student perceived a lack of support and interpreted the 
lack of support as evidence that his teacher perceived African American students 
as incompetent and interpreted this behavior as a form of personal rejection. In 
addition, the student said that the texts he found to be meaningful outside of 
school were less valued in school. In addition, Tatum observed that in the 
student’s school, students’ text-related writing assignments ignored students’ 
schema, rarely encouraging or allowing students to connect their reading or 
writing to their lived experiences. In contrast, in his out-of-school work with the 
student, Tatum focused on choosing texts relevant to the young man’s life and on 
activating building schema relevant to the texts. Tatum reported that by the end 
of the study, the student became more engaged and more reflective in response 
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to text, and more convinced about the power of texts. Tatum concluded that 
diverse literature allows educators to engage students in literacy experiences that 
they find purposeful and engaging. He also argued that effective reading 
strategies alone or disciplinary literacy reform alone are unlikely to close the 
achievement gap in a race-and class-based society without diverse, culturally-
relevant, and significant texts as part of the core curriculum. This research was 
central to the design of the present study because it identified that text should be 
mediated.  
 A number of studies suggest that certain teaching methods are 
particularly effective with Black students (Chall, 2000; Delpit, 1990; Irvine, 2003; 
Lee, 1995; Meier, 2008). While these studies take many forms and were 
conducted in many contexts, they are similar in their attempts to: (a) identify 
significant commonalities in a given cultural group and (b) discern the impact of 
those characteristics on learning. McKinley (2004) identified culturally relevant 
strategies used in 2003–2004 by 29 teachers in an urban school district consisting 
of 2,175 elementary and middle school teachers and over 47,500 elementary and 
middle-school students. Teachers selected to participate in this study taught five 
or more African American students who had achieved at or above state and 
district standards on both the 2001 Washington Assessment of Student Learning 
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(WASL) and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). Qualitative data were collected 
via 41 surveys, telephone interviews, and structured in-person interviews and 
observations of teachers’ classroom practices. Observed classroom strategies and 
cultural variations were compared to 121 strategies identified in previous 
research as effective practices (Banks et al., 2000; Irvine & Armento, 2001; 
Ladson-Billings, 1994, 1995c; Shade et al., 1997). McKinley then formulated a 
framework that consisted of 42 common strategies and features that teachers of 
African American students used to enhance their instruction to meet the needs of 
their students. Among the most prevalent findings were that teachers shaped 
their student-teacher interactions by providing relevant curriculum and 
materials; used constructivist approaches; provided meaningful and challenging 
curriculum; responded to students’ traits and needs; used cooperative group 
instruction strategies; set and maintained high standards and clear mastery 
expectations; scaffolded instruction using prior learning, contextual features, and 
the environment; and built positive social relationships with and cared for 
students beyond the classroom. McKinley (2004) concluded that the success of 
the teachers with African America students relied heavily on the teachers’ ability 
to provide equitable learning opportunities regardless of students’ traits, 
academic gaps, or needs.  
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 In a similar study, Sullivan (2009) conducted a mixed-methods analysis 
examining five teachers’ use of culturally relevant pedagogy to teach 25 African 
American seventh- and eighth-grade male students. This study focused 
primarily on describing specific culturally relevant instructional practices and 20 
classroom management strategies that teachers used to support the 
communication and cognitive styles of African American male adolescent 
students during instruction. Additionally, this study sought to identify the 
impact that the practices had on the students’ attitude toward learning and 
school; and also to understand the relationship between teachers’ beliefs about 
teaching and learning and the instructional and classroom management practices 
employed. Sullivan collected classroom observations, interview data, and 
questionnaires from both teachers and students. Questions for the teachers 
related to personal background, teaching experience, philosophies and beliefs 
about teaching and learning, as well as specific classroom instructional and 
management strategies employed with their African American male students. A 
two-part student questionnaire focused on students’ learning experiences as well 
as their perceptions of the impact that their teachers’ instructional strategies and 
classroom management practices had on their learning. According to Sullivan, all 
of the participating teachers valued their students’ cultural identities as well as 
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their own. They implemented instructional strategies that supported male 
students in attaining academic achievement. The teachers affirmed their 
students’ cultural background, empowered them to make relevant connections 
between their home and school, and demonstrated a genuine concern for their 
success in school. Sullivan concluded that the teachers’ perceptions of their 
African American adolescent male students served as the rationale for their 
instructional and classroom management practices that included incorporating 
cultural heritage, information, resources, and materials. Additionally, Sullivan 
reported that the teachers had a genuine concern for the academic welfare of 
their students. 
Finally, several recent studies that examine the relationship between racial 
identity and achievement lend further support for the importance of developing 
teacher expertise in the use of culturally-relevant pedagogy. Altschul, Oyserman, 
and Bybee (2006) studied 139 African American and Latino/a eighth-graders 
from an urban Detroit middle school and followed them through ninth grade. 
Three aspects of racial-ethnic identity were found to be important predictors of 
improved Grade Point Average (GPA): (1) identifying with one’s racial-ethnic 
group, (2) awareness that the group many not be valued by the larger society, 
and (3) feeling that the group is characterized by its achievement. The study was 
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conducted over two school years. The findings indicated that African American 
students with a high sense of connectedness and embedded achievement 
attained higher GPA from the beginning of eighth grade through ninth grade.  
Smalls, White, Chavous, and Sellers (2007) also examined the relationship 
between racial identity and academic achievement. Studying African American, 
seventh through tenth grade students, and found a positive relationship between 
strategies that build and support racial identity, school engagement, and 
academic achievement.  
In a related study, Feger (2006) conducted a case study of ninth and tenth 
grade English language learners who were taught according to a specifically 
designed instructional plan incorporating reading comprehension strategies, 
culturally relevant literature focused on critical perspectives, and students’ 
bicultural identities. This study found that culturally relevant literature and non-
fiction texts improved motivation and engagement and cognitive strategy use in 
reading. Similar findings were reported by Wissman (2007) who conducted a 10-
month qualitative inquiry of secondary school students learning through texts 
that incorporated contemporary literature and visual traditions of African 
American women. The students ranged in age from 14 to 16 and had numerous 
opportunities to read, write, and photograph their lives. They created poetry 
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oriented toward cultural pride and self-identity. This study found that through 
discussion of recurring themes, students found increased engagement in literacy.  
Lee (2001) studied African American first-year high school students who 
were disengaged from school and not achieving. This Cultural Modeling Project 
was based on the premise that struggling readers bring knowledge to English 
language arts classrooms that is often overlooked because of their struggles with 
reading. The premise of the study was that this knowledge, if tapped, could be 
used to increase reading achievement. The research encouraged multiple 
readings of text, considered multiple points of view, provided textual evidence 
to support interpretations, and focused on details that linked the text to the life 
experiences of the adolescents. Her study found increased rigor and use of 
strategies for attacking interpretive problems in canonical literature such as 
attention to figurative details, symbols, irony, and satire. Students in this study 
demonstrated the beginning patterns of being apprenticed as literary critics.  
In yet another study, Lee (1995) used complex texts such as Their Eyes 
Were Watching God and The Color Purple and incorporated the use of discussion 
and questioning to increase reading comprehension. High school students 
examined the meaning of characters and their relationships, social customs, and 
figurative language. Observational data provided evidence of the students’ 
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ability to unpack the language of literary texts and support their responses by 
drawing on their knowledge of the social world of the texts. The experiment 
group achieved statistically significant gains of 2.28 over the control group.  
In a similar study, Tatum (2000) examined the literacy skills of African 
American students with low reading skills focusing on four aspects of reading: 
fluency, word study, comprehension, and writing. Culturally relevant texts were 
used to broaden student understanding of their social condition and personal 
connections. At the end of the study 25 of the 29 students met the benchmark at 
the minimum equivalent of 7.9 on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.  
Overall, these studies indicated that when teachers engage in explicit 
culturally relevant pedagogy in their lessons — focusing on high academic 
standards and using diverse complex texts, in environments that affirm 
differences — students can achieve. The research suggested that culturally 
relevant teaching and texts contribute to motivation, engagement, self-efficacy, 
and achievement (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Lee, 1995, 2001; Tatum, 2000). Culturally 
relevant instruction is a process that provides a way to engage students of color, 
provides an opportunity to tailor instruction to meet the needs of struggling 
students, and builds knowledge and understanding of content specific strategies. 
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Instruction in Disciplinary Literacy 
Disciplinary literacy is a comprehensive term encompassing discipline-
specific literacies of contents such as history, mathematics, science, and English. 
Adolescent literacy researchers assert that disciplines represent cultural 
differences in how information is used, with differences evident in specialized 
language, demands for precision, text structures, and unique ways of 
interpreting what is on a page (Lee, 2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & 
Greenleaf 1999; 2009; Shanahan & Shanahan 2008). As such, disciplinary literacy 
demands explicit teaching of text structures, specialized language conventions, 
disciplinary norms for precision and accuracy, and higher-level interpretive 
processes unique to each discipline (Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & Greenleaf, 1999; 
2009; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). 
Researchers assert that disciplinary literacy differs from traditionally-
defined content-area reading in that content-area reading embeds generic 
strategies for teaching and monitoring comprehension; pre-reading, setting 
goals, activating background knowledge, asking questions, making predictions, 
visualizing, vocabulary, and writing in the content-areas to support learning 
(Moje, 2008; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2010). Although these reading strategies are 
highly recommended as effective (National Reading Panel, 2000), many 
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adolescent students need more to successfully navigate and derive deep 
understanding from middle and secondary content-specific texts. Research 
indicates that students need special skills and strategies to make complete sense 
of disciplinary texts (Alvermann, 2003; Lee, 2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; 
Schoenbach and Greenleaf 1999; 2009; Shanahan & Shanahan 2008). A 
disciplinary perspective holds a more complex view of content-specific literacy 
instruction.  
Researchers suggest that the epistemological foundation of a discipline 
shapes the practices and thus the learning of that discipline (Bazerman, 1985; 
Geisler, 1994; Wineburg, 1991). This conclusion stems from examining how 
scholars of a discipline think and how their thinking shapes the texts they create 
to convey the concepts of the discipline as well as the ways they read texts in that 
discipline. For example, Wineburg (1991) analyzed how historians approached a 
historical document as expert readers as opposed to how novice high-school 
students read the same document. He found that students stayed at the literal 
level and were baffled about the authors’ positioning of the text in relation to the 
social world. In contrast the expert readers, historians, probed the authors’ 
purpose, verified sources, and attempted to situate the document in a broader 
historical context. Wineburg found that historians’ disciplinary ways of reading, 
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writing, and thinking influenced the way they approached texts. History is an 
interpretive discipline and the novices, students, did not possess the expertise to 
read texts in that manner. Bain and Ellenbogen (2001) expanded this work by 
apprenticing students into the practices of historians. They found that discipline-
specific skills differed from content to content and their intervention served to 
develop disciplinary knowledge. 
This focus acknowledges each content area as a discourse community 
with its own specialized language, texts, and literate practices that student must 
learn to navigate. Thus, literacy becomes a critical element of the discipline with 
particular ways of thinking, reading, writing and using language (Moje, 2008). 
Disciplinary literacy is based on the understanding that profound knowledge of 
a specified discipline is best attained by participating in the ways valued and 
used by experts in the discipline (Lee, 2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & 
Greenleaf 1999; 2009; Shanahan & Shanahan 2008). 
A number of empirical studies offer merit for the notion that readers 
approach texts in different ways based on their purpose, or goal for reading, the 
text structure, the genre, and the context in which the text is read. For example, 
Shanahan and Shanahan (2008) investigated the specific literacy strategies that 
historians, mathematicians and chemists employ. They assembled three teams 
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(one for each discipline), each comprising two teacher educators, two high-school 
teachers, and two literacy experts. Using think-aloud protocols, audiotaped 
transcripts from focus group discussions, and cross-disciplinary reading 
approaches, they found that each disciplinary expert used discipline-specific 
strategies to approach texts within their respective discipline. For instance, the 
mathematician relied more on reading and re-reading, searching for clarity and 
precision, and did not consider the author of the text, while historians considered 
the author, the authors’ perspective, and the time period key to a full 
understanding. Shanahan and Shanahan proposed a pyramid model that 
illustrates the progression of literacy from basic, intermediate to disciplinary 
development.  
The model Shanahan and Shanahan proposed is based on the premise that 
progressing higher in the pyramid means learning more sophisticated, but less 
generalizable, skills and routines. At the base, students are developing 
generalizable basic skills typically used in reading tasks, (decoding skills, print 
and literacy conventions, recognition of high-frequency words, and basic 
punctuation). Typically, most students master these skills in the primary grades. 
As students’ progress, they develop more advanced skills (Alvermann, 2003; Lee, 
2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Shanahan & Shanahan 2008; 2011). These skills tend 
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to be text specific and not as widely applicable to different reading situations, but 
they are not discipline specific. This shift in focus from basic to intermediate 
literacy skills may include decoding multisyllabic words, knowing vocabulary 
that includes words uncommon in oral language, using less common 
punctuation to derive meaning, developing the mental stamina to maintain 
attention to lengthy discussion, monitoring comprehension, and using fix-up 
strategies such as rereading (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008; 2011). As students’ 
progress in literacy development, they gain access to more complex forms of text 
organization and begin to use author’s purpose as a tool for text-based analytical 
answers and interpretations. These are considered high-level strategies and 
many middle-school students struggle with them (Fang & Schlepegrell, 2010; 
Halliday, 1999, 2004). The narrowing at the top of the model illustrates that these 
skills are increasingly discipline-specific, and as such, are highly specialized. 
Although most students manage to master basic and even intermediate literacy 
skills, many never gain proficiency in these more advanced skills (Fang & 
Schlepegrell, 2010).  
 However, there is also evidence that with appropriate instruction, 
students at all performance levels can acquire disciplinary literacy skills. For 
example, in case studies of eight ninth-grade students in an urban high school in 
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San Francisco, Greenleaf, Schoenbach, Cziko, & Mueller (2001) found that 
academically underperforming students became more strategic, confident, and 
knowledgeable readers when they were apprenticed into the content-specific 
strategies of the discipline of English language arts. In this required Academic 
Literacy course the students participated in three units: Reading Self and Society, 
Reading Media, and Reading History utilizing literature taught in typical English 
courses, including The Scarlet Letter, and texts by authors and poets such as 
Malcolm X, Frederick Douglass, and Emily Dickerson. Students gained on average 
approximately two years of reading growth within one academic year on a 
standardized test of reading comprehension. Subsequent data collected over the 
next four years (student reflections, interviews, and pre-post surveys) 
demonstrated that students gained new conceptions of reading, a growing 
interest in reading and an increase in their repertoire of strategies for academic 
reading.  
 Together, these studies suggested that when teachers teach disciplinary 
literacy strategies, they provide secondary students with access to content 
knowledge necessary to increase reading comprehension in content classrooms. 
The findings also indicated that generic content area reading strategies are not 
sufficient to support achievement as students’ progress from elementary to 
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secondary school. These studies also highlighted the majority of the research on 
disciplinary literacy included the content of history, science and mathematics. 
This lack of inclusion of English as a content with discipline specific strategies 
became a focal point in this present study.  
Conclusions 
I undertook this literature review to gain a deeper understanding of the 
ways particular variables interact to influence adolescent students’ development 
as readers. The results of the review provided the following insights: 
1. Curriculum is what is taught, how it is taught, and the assessed 
outcomes (Apple, 1995; Segal, 2004; Smithson & Porter, 1994; Porter 
and Smithson, 2001). As a foundation for reading achievement 
there is no curriculum that functions as “one size fits all” (Bond & 
Dykstra, 1967; Langer, 2001). Key in curriculum is the effective 
teaching by knowledgeable teachers with the understanding 
needed to make appropriate adjustments to curriculum in an effort 
to meet the needs of their individual students (Taylor, Pearson & 
Pressley, 2002). 
2. Exposing all students to complex texts will increase the odds of 
creating critical thinkers who can successfully engage with the 
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complex texts they must read to succeed in school and out 
(Morgan, Wilcox, and Eldredge, 2000; O’Connor, Swanson, & 
Geraghty, 2010).  
3. Explicit Instruction has a long and established history in the 
educational research community as an effective methodology to 
maximize student academic growth (Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986; 
Duffy, Roehler, Meloth, Vavrus, Book, Putram & Messleman, 1986; 
Torgesen, 2001). 
4. Schema theory explains how people develop ideas, from simple to 
complex. Researchers have demonstrated powerful differences 
between the functions of the novice and the expert mind 
(Alexander & Murphy, 1998; Bransford, Brown & Cocking, 2000). 
Key to this insight is the overall understanding that knowledge is 
stored, connected, and organized around key concepts that support 
understanding and transfer, not simply the capacity to remember. 
Research continues to highlight the explanatory power of schema 
theory by suggesting that people construct new knowledge based 
on what they already know and believe. Research studies have 
identified the enduring legacy of prior knowledge and the 
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powerful differences between the functions of novice and expert 
mind (Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Alexander & Murphy, 1998; 
Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2005; Donovan & Bransford, 2005). 
5. Culture provides a perceptual lens through which experiences are 
filtered and knowledge and meaning is constructed (Gay, 2010). 
There is a need to offer struggling adolescents practical and 
transferable tools to improve their reading achievement in English 
classrooms. Researchers have identified the need to improve the 
academic achievement of underperforming adolescents (Biancarosa 
& Snow, 2006). At the present time, teachers have the added 
responsibility of providing their students with tools to meet the 
disciplinary demands of the CCSS. 
6. There are special skills and strategies needed for students to make 
complete sense of disciplinary texts (Alvermann, 2003; Lee, 2010; 
2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & Greenleaf 1999; 2009; 
Shanahan & Shanahan 2008). As students begin to confront these 
kinds of texts, instruction must facilitate their understanding of 
what it means to read disciplinary texts.  
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The study that emerged from this literature review was designed to answer 
the following question: In a context in which two experienced urban secondary 
English language arts teachers highly regarded by administrators and peers 
implement a new language arts curriculum aligned to state standards: 
(a) Do they modify the adopted curriculum and if so, how? 
(b) What is the reason for the modification (or lack thereof)? 
(c) Can modifications be attributed to the professional development 
conditions provided prior to study onset? 
(d) Does reading achievement of students in classroom 1 and classroom 2 
vary at the end of the study? 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Methods 
 This study was designed to answer the following question: In a context in 
which two experienced urban secondary English language arts teachers highly 
regarded by administrators and peers implement a new language arts 
curriculum aligned to state standards: 
(a) Do they modify the adopted curriculum and if so, how?  
(b) What is the reason for the modification (or lack thereof)?  
(c) Can modifications be attributed to the professional development 
conditions provided prior to study onset? 
(d) Does reading achievement of students in the T1 classroom 1 and the T2 
classroom vary at the end of the study?  
 The study used a mixed-methods design (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) 
with multiple data sources, which allowed for the inductive and deductive work 
that the research questions required. The quantitative data allowed for statistical 
analysis of the differences between students’ achievement in teacher 1 and 
teacher 2 classrooms. The qualitative data identified patterns that allowed me to 
explain, understand, and interpret any differences found in the statistical 
analysis. 
 64 
Setting and Participants 
The setting was two inner-city secondary (6–8) schools in a large urban 
school district in the Northeast United States. The district comprises 128 schools, 
including 35 schools enrolling students in Grades 6–8. District-wide, student 
demographics include 36% African-American, 41% Hispanic, 13% White, and 8% 
Asian students. Approximately 78% of school-age children in the city attend 
school in the district. Seventy-four percent of the students were eligible to receive 
free and reduced-price meals in school, and 45% were eligible to receive food 
stamps. The schools in the district (and in the state) were classified in one of five 
accountability and assistance levels (1–5), with the highest performing in Level 1 
and lowest performing in Level 5. In general, a district is classified into the level 
of its lowest performing school. Currently this district was classified as Level 4.  
In addition, the state uses the Progress and Performance Index (PPI) to 
assess the improvement of each district and each school toward its own targets. 
The PPI combines information about narrowing proficiency gaps, growth in 
achievement, and graduation, and dropout rates. School percentiles (1–99) are 
reported for schools with at least four years of data. The percentile is an 
indication of the school’s overall performance relative to other schools that serve 
the same or similar grades. State law requires that schools be classified in Level 3 
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if they are among the lowest 20% relative to other schools in the same grade 
span. The schools selected for this study were classified as Level 3. 
At each of the selected schools there was a diverse population of racially 
and ethnically-diverse students (See Table 1). Both schools have adopted an 
inclusion model to support students with special needs in general education 
classrooms. In addition, in both schools, classes were gender balanced and 
achievement ranged from four-grade levels below to one-grade level above 
current placement, with most students performing below grade level in reading. 
Instruction was provided in a block schedule at both schools. The English 
language arts were taught in a 60-minute block five days per week in both 
schools in this study.  
As an administrator in this district, I used local knowledge to identify two 
eighth-grade English language arts teachers who were highly regarded by 
administrators and peers and who employed explicit instruction and culturally 
relevant pedagogy. This instruction was verified through classroom observations 
using a rubric with elements of both instructional practices (See Appendix A). 
Once the classroom practice was verified, one classroom was selected from each 
school, (School 1 and School 2) using purposive sampling. Each classroom met 
the following criteria: (1) the class was taught by a certified English teacher with 
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at least five years of teaching experience in English language arts; (2) the teacher 
employed explicit instruction and effective instructional routines, and (3) the 
diverse student population was representative of the district diversity. Through 
random selection, one classroom was identified as teacher 1 group (T1) and one 
as the teacher 2 group (T2). After two classroom teachers were identified and 
agreed to participate, parental consent and student assent was sought from all 
students (approximately 56) in the two classes (See Appendix B). Those for 
whom informed consent was received were assigned an identification number 
for tracking participation and assessment measures and for confidentiality in the 
data analysis process.  
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Table 1 
Profile of Students in School 1 and School 2 
 
 
Population 
 
School 1 
 
School 2 
African American or Black 57.4% 52.1% 
Asian 1.7% 2.0% 
Hispanic or Latino 31.4% 40.1% 
Multi-Race, Non-Hispanic 5.0% 1.8% 
Native American 0.8% 0.5% 
Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0.4% 0.3% 
White 3.3% 3.3% 
English Language Learner 44.6% 42.5% 
Low-Income 83.9% 80.5% 
Students w/Disabilities 14.0% 25.9% 
First Language Not English 60.3% 52.6% 
Total number of students 242 614 
 
Table 2 
Achievement in ELA for 8th Grade Students in School 1 and School 2 
 
 
Achievement 
 
School 1 
 
School 2 
Advanced 1% 1% 
Proficient 30% 44% 
Needs Improvement 32% 34% 
Warning 37% 21% 
Total number of students reported  210 212 
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Instructional Context 
Instructional materials. Teachers used the open-source 8th grade 
Expeditionary Learning (EL) module 2A: Working with Evidence: Taking a 
Stand. This module included 19 scripted lessons, each designed to be taught in a 
two hour class session. In this study, the lessons were taught across 38 calendar 
days during the 60-minute English language arts periods across a period of eight 
weeks. The core text, To Kill a Mockingbird by Harper Lee, meets the new 
complexity formula for CCSS, which takes into account quantitative and 
qualitative dimensions as well as reader and task considerations. In the course of 
the eight-week module, students were expected to develop and use the skill of 
close reading to understand the central theme of taking a stand. Students 
engaged in a character study of Atticus, the central character, by analyzing his 
actions and words, and what others said about him using evidence from the text 
to build arguments.  
Professional development. Both teachers participated in a joint three-
hour professional development session on general principles of effective 
instruction during which I reviewed the characteristics of explicit instruction, 
background knowledge, and culturally relevant pedagogy. As part of the 
professional development, both teachers were introduced to a lesson-planning 
 69 
template to use throughout the course of the study (See Appendix B). Since a 
sampling criterion included knowledge of effective teaching practices, this 
professional development session reviewed practices already familiar to these 
teachers. Its purpose was to ensure that both teachers planned and implemented 
lessons with a consistent understanding of these aspects of instruction. 
In preparation for the second professional development session, teachers 
were asked to read (or reread) To Kill a Mockingbird. In the second session (also 
three hours), both teachers learned and applied criteria for analyzing the 
culturally relevant elements of texts and identified additional texts to balance 
bias (See Appendix C). They also examined strategies for culturally relevant 
teaching, specifically as it related to the focal text (To Kill a Mockingbird); and they 
discussed and planned how to integrate these practices within the context of the 
EL Module 2A. As part of this professional development both teachers 
developed strategies to understand and mediate text complexity (See Appendix 
D).  
In a third three-hour professional development session, the sessions were 
differentiated. One teacher, T1, received instruction that focused on 
understanding disciplinary literacy (DL), evaluated his own awareness and 
understanding of DL as he prepared to teach a lesson and, in turn, focused on 
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strategies for developing students’ awareness and use of DL strategies (See 
Appendix E). Additionally, T1 was introduced to strategies for uncovering 
disciplinary literacy in English. T1 was encouraged to reflect on what he does as 
an expert teacher while reading fiction and used this knowledge to plan 
instruction. Throughout this professional development session this teacher was 
given permission to make changes to the EL module based on his knowledge as a 
reader of fiction.  
The other teacher, T2, received instruction focused on differentiating 
instruction to support her English language learner’s individual needs (without 
any focus on disciplinary literacy instruction). The rationale for this exclusion of 
DL in this professional development was to have a comparison between the 
reading achievement of students instructed with DL and those that were not 
instructed with DL. Most of this session was focused on reviewing the EL 
module and providing support in uncovering the scaffolds to support second 
language learners. How to support students with the vocabulary became the 
focus of this session. T2 planned for pre-teaching vocabulary and creating 
graphic organizers. This teacher, too, was given license to modify the EL 
curriculum as she thought necessary. All professional development sessions 
were video recorded and used to confirm that the professional development was 
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consistent with the intended purposes. 
Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures: The Teachers 
To examine teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and practices, six data 
sources provided evidence of teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and practices.  
Disciplinary literacy teacher interviews. As a result of the scarcity of 
research on the discipline-specific content knowledge in English, I wanted to 
confirm that these two secondary English teachers had an understanding of 
disciplinary literacy in the content of English. Hence, prior to participation in 
professional development, both T1 and T2 participated in a private, semi-
structured interview focused on uncovering their thinking about the text and the 
aspects that demanded special attention during instruction (See Appendix F). In 
preparation for the interview, T1 and T2 were told that the text they were going 
to prepare to teach was To Kill a Mockingbird, and T1 and T2 were both asked to 
read (or reread) the text prior to the interview. The interview was open-ended, 
non-leading, audio-recorded, and later transcribed (See Table 3). The T1 and T2 
interviews each took approximately 30 minutes (See Appendix F). 
Disciplinary literacy teaching protocol. Following professional 
development related to disciplinary literacy strategies, T1 completed a 
disciplinary literacy protocol to guide and document reflections of the strategies 
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used to help students comprehend the focal text. (See Appendix E). 
Lesson plans.  The EL module provided daily lesson plans; both T1 and 
T2 provided additional notes on their intended plans. 
 Teacher reflection journal. Both T1 and T2 maintained a weekly 
summary and reflection of their instruction (See Table 3). These entries provided 
a brief description of the lesson and a self-reflection on their instruction. The 
reflections were submitted to me on a monthly basis. 
Videos of lessons.  Lessons in both T1 and T2 classrooms were video-
recorded twice each week, yielding a data set of 18 recordings per teacher for the 
eight-week intervention (See Table 3). T1 and T2 teaching observations were 
scheduled so that they would be counter-balanced, one week Monday and 
Tuesday for T1 and Wednesday and Thursday for T2. This schedule was rotated 
from week to week. However, although T1’s classroom lessons were 
implemented and video recorded as scheduled, T2 postponed six scheduled 
observations, which were later recorded. In the T2 classroom, a few observations 
were rescheduled (due to teacher illness, two external commitments, one snow 
and one Access testing). As a result, the intended counter-balancing was not 
maintained. Each video recording was approximately 60 minutes in length.  
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Lesson observations and field-notes. I observed at least one lesson per 
week in both T1 and T2 classrooms (See Table 3). During each observation, I took 
notes with particular attention to lesson features that might not be captured in 
the video recordings (e.g., student engagement, student-student interaction).  
Researcher’s field notes. During each interaction with T1 and T2, I 
documented the nature of the interaction and recorded the teachers’ comments 
and my impressions and reflections during (when possible) or after each 
observation.   
Retrospective Interview. The retrospective interviews were used to gain a 
better understanding of the the knowledge each teacher drew on as s/he 
modified the lessons, and as such, added to richness to the data. The 
retrospective interview consisted of seven questions for T1 and five for T2 (See 
Appendix H). 
Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures: The Students 
To examine student effects, one measure was used: 
Reading achievement. The Achievement Network (ANet) Paced Interim 
was used as a standardized measure of students’ reading comprehension 
achievement (pre-and posttest). The test measures a student’s ability to read and 
understand different types of prose; it contains 11 passages of various lengths 
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and about various subjects, all selected from published books or periodicals. A 
total of 48 questions probe the students’ understanding of the passages. Two 
weeks prior to the start of the study, during a regularly-scheduled ELA class 
period, I administered the test to collect pretest data from students (See Table 4). 
I hand scored each assessment.  
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Table 3 
Summary of Data Sources – Teachers 
 
Data Sources Description Purpose Group 
Disciplinary 
literacy interview 
Semi-structured interview to uncover the teachers’ 
awareness of disciplinary literacy strategies and the 
process for incorporating them into lessons. 
Confirmed the disciplinary 
literacy strategies for 
English 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
Disciplinary 
literacy protocol 
Semi-structured process to uncover the disciplinary 
strategies the teacher employs when reading the selected 
text 
Provided basis for lesson 
construction in the 
intervention 
Teacher 1 
Expeditionary 
Learning (EL) 
lessons plans 
 
Use the open-source 8th grade E module 2A: Working 
with Evidence: Taking a Stand. Unit includes 19 scripted 
lessons. Each lesson includes long term and supporting 
targets, which are the objectives of the lesson. Each lesson 
includes an agenda that outlines the pace of instruction, 
with lesson vocabulary, an opening, work time, and a 
closing/assessment, and homework.  
Confirmed implementation 
and compared with 
observations of instruction 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
Video recordings of 
classroom lessons 
Weekly classroom recording of instruction to capture 
teacher and student talk, and analysis of the variables 
Confirmed instruction and 
compared with  
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
Teacher summary 
and reflection 
journal 
Weekly brief description of the lesson and a self-reflection 
on the instruction 
Provided narrative on the 
process from the point of 
view of the teachers 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
Researcher’s field 
notes 
Captured brief description of the lesson, reflection, and 
interpretation of the instruction 
Confirmed the narrative on 
the process from the point 
of view of the teachers 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
Retrospective 
Interviews 
Captured and confirmed teacher self-reflections and 
interpretations in retrospect 
Corroborated and reflected 
on the observations 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
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Table 4 
 
Summary of Data Sources – Students 
 
Data Sources Description Purpose Group 
ANet Interim 
Assessment 
Interim Assessment- Reading Comprehension  
ELA assessment to ensure equal representation of 
students of varying ability levels T1 and T2 classrooms 
Documented reading 
comprehension Confirmed 
reading achievement gains 
Teacher 1 and 
Teacher 2 
 
 
Table 5 
 
Week-by-Week Schedule of Study Activities 
 
 Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6 Week 7 Week 8 
Teachers DL Literacy 
Interview 
DL Literacy 
Protocol 
(Pre) 
PD  
 
Lesson Plans 
 
Teacher 
Reflection 
Journal 
(TRJ) 
 
Lesson Video- 
(2x) 
 
Lesson Obs (2X) 
 
Lesson 
Plans 
 
TRJ 
 
Lesson 
Videos (2x) 
 
Lesson Obs 
(2X) 
Lesson Plans 
 
TRJ 
 
Lesson Videos 
(2x) 
 
Lesson Obs 
(2X) 
Lesson 
Plans 
 
TRJ 
 
Lesson 
Videos (2x) 
 
Lesson Obs 
(2X) 
 
Lesson 
Plans 
 
TRJ 
 
Lesson 
Videos- 
(2x) 
 
Lesson 
Obs (2X) 
Lesson Plans 
 
TRJ 
 
Lesson Videos 
(2x) 
 
Lesson Obs (2X) 
 
Retrospective 
Interview 
(Post) 
Students ANet Paced 
Interim  
(Pre) 
 EL Unit Lessons 
1–4 
EL Unit 
Lessons 5–8 
EL Unit 
Lessons 9–13 
EL Unit 
Lessons 14–
19 
 ANet Paced 
Interim  
(Post)  
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Summary of Timeline – Data Collection 
Tables 6 and 7 provide a summary of the timeline for the collection of each data source. 
 
Table 6 
 
Data Collection Timeline - Teachers 
 
Source T1 T2 Pre-
Intervention 
Weekly Post-
Intervention 
DL Interview X X X   
DL Teaching Protocol X  X   
Lesson Plans X X  X  
Teacher Reflection Journal X X  X  
Video Recordings of 
Lessons 
X X  X (2 each 
week) 
 
Lesson Observations X X  X (2 each 
week) 
 
Researchers’ Fieldnotes X X  X  
Retrospective Interview X X   X 
 
 
Table 7 
 
Data Collection Timeline - Students 
 
Source 
Pre-
Intervention 
Week 1 Week 5 Week 8 
Post-
Intervention 
ANet Paced 
Interim  
X    X 
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Data Preparation and Analysis Procedures: The Teachers 
Lesson implementation. To verify the implementation, I created a matrix 
to guide analysis of the lesson-related data sources. Initially, the matrix consisted 
of two columns: Eyes on Print (intended within the curriculum) (e.g., the volume 
of text students were expect to read); and Teacher Actions (intended within the 
curriculum). (The volume of text students read is known to be an important 
correlate of overall reading achievement (Stanovich & Cunningham, 1993).  In 
response to this evidence, as the first step in the analysis, the EL curriculum was 
reviewed for evidence of the volume of text students were expected to read.)  
Next, using the lesson videos, I examined the ways teachers enacted the 
curriculum—which of the intended teaching practices was evidenced in the 
lesson videos. After initial analyses, these codes were elaborated as follows: Eyes 
on Print (intended within the curriculum); Eyes on Print (enacted); Explicit 
Instruction (EI) (intended or enacted); development of background knowledge 
(BK)(intended or enacted); use of culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP) (intended 
or enacted); instruction of disciplinary literacy (DL) (intended or enacted); 
Student Actions. I then used each relevant data source to complete the matrix for 
each classroom.  
Then, to understand the source of the teacher’ actions, four codes were 
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identified:  EL curriculum, researcher, teacher, and student. The purpose of the 
source codes was to describe and understand the instructional decisions teachers’ 
made during each observed lessons. 
To identify the source of teaching actions, I relied on the analysis of the EL 
curriculum (the column identifying “intended” teaching actions; the analysis of 
teachers’ interactions with students to see if teaching actions related to students’ 
questions or behaviors; the recordings of what occurred at the professional 
development sessions that were conducted at the outset of the study; and an 
analysis of information teachers provided during their interviews.   
Teachers’ interviews. These interviews were examined for evidence of: (1) 
teachers’ understanding of the strategies used in reading narrative texts, (2) how 
this understanding helped to identify processes for reading and discerning the 
text-based themes, and (3) the impact of their understanding on instruction and 
student achievement. Analyses focused on teacher’s knowledge and use of 
aspects of disciplinary literacy, awareness, and attention to text complexity, 
culturally-relevant pedagogy, and reading comprehension strategies (See 
Appendix E).  
The interviews were coded using the four variables previously described: 
CRP, DL, EI, and BK. I created visual representations of coded data. The data 
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were reduced by searching for commonalities, which lead to categories. As I 
analyzed the data, the focus was on making connections and identifying 
relationships between the teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and teaching 
practices, and students’ learning. 
Teachers’ reflection journals. I also examined teachers’ reflection journals 
for evidence of teachers’ self-reports of their awareness of knowledge and use of 
aspects of disciplinary literacy, awareness and attention to text complexity, 
culturally-relevant pedagogy, and reading comprehension strategies. The 
summary and reflections were coded using the same four variables previously 
described: CRP, DL, EI, and BK. I created visual representations of coded data.  
The data were reduced by searching for commonalities, which lead to categories.  
Finally, I examined events that seemed to emerge from multiple sources of 
teacher knowledge. In the T1 classroom, there were eight events with multiple 
(three) source codes. In the T2 classroom, there were four events that received 
double source codes (but none coded with triple source codes). This analysis 
prompted questions about the source of each teacher’s actions; these questions 
formed the framework for a retrospective interview with each teacher.  
Teachers’ retrospective interviews. The retrospective interviews were 
used to gain a better understanding of the source for each teacher’s actions. 
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Interview responses were transcribed, coded, and categorized into emergent 
themes. Analyses focused on teachers’ knowledge and use of aspects of 
disciplinary literacy (for T1 only), awareness, culturally relevant pedagogy, 
explicit instruction, and building background knowledge (See Appendix E). The 
interviews were coded using the same color coding and four variables: CRP, DL, 
EI, and BK. I created visual representations of coded data.  The data were 
reduced by searching for commonalities, which lead to categories. 
Researcher’s field notes. My field notes and self-memoranda were 
reviewed and coded to further explore the teachers’ awareness of the knowledge 
and use of aspects of disciplinary literacy, awareness and attention to text 
complexity, culturally-relevant pedagogy, and reading comprehension strategies. 
The field notes were coded using the same four variables previously described: 
CRP, DL, EI, and BK.  
The combined analysis of the data sources included an examination of 
each data source separately for themes and patterns. These themes and patterns 
were used to explain, understand, and interpret any differences identified. Those 
themes and patterns were condensed, confirmed, and reanalyzed. Each 
individual data source was reanalyzed for evidence of the variables: BK, EI, CRP, 
and DL. To ensure that the accounts were rich, robust, comprehensive, and well-
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developed, the data were triangulated using T1 and T2 responses across all data 
sources.  
Data Preparation and Analysis Procedures: Student Effects 
 ANet Paced Interim Assessment. I collected student ANet assessment 
following each administration and hand scored each test. The scores were 
determined using the Teacher’s Scoring and Interpretive Manual. This 
assessment yielded raw scores and percentages. The raw scores for the passage 
comprehension subtest were computed. I used a paired t test comparing two 
group means (pre- and posttest score gains) in order to determine if the reading 
achievement of the students in classroom 1 and classroom 2 varied at the end of 
the study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Results 
In this chapter, the results of the data analyses were presented. One 
fundamental goal drove the collection of the data and the subsequent data 
analysis, the research question: In a context in which two experienced 
urban secondary English language arts teachers highly regarded by 
administrators and peers implement a new language arts curriculum aligned to 
state standards: 
(a) Do they modify the mandated curriculum and if so, how?  
(b) What is the reason for the modification (or lack thereof)?  
(c) Can modifications be attributed to the professional development 
condition provided prior to study onset? 
(d) Does reading achievement of students in classroom 1 and classroom 2 
vary at the end of the study?  
In each subsection, the research questions guide the presentation of the 
results. The chapter concludes with a summary of the results for all subsections. 
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Teacher 1 
Curricular Modifications: Focusing on Disciplinary Literacy and 
Background Knowledge. 
To answer the question, “How does T1 modify the curriculum?,” 18 video 
recordings of classroom instruction were examined. The video analyses indicated 
that T1 modified the EL curriculum in several ways, including: setting high 
expectations, adding reading strategies specific to the discipline of English 
literature, developing relevant schema by creating text-based questions (as 
specified in CCSS), and offering explicit instructional strategies to support 
students.  
T1 agreed to implement the first five lessons from the EL curriculum. Yet, 
he included only two of the four speeches from the EL curriculum. In addition, 
T1 modified the lesson plans with specific attention to the disciplinary literacy 
practices that supported students’ development of text understanding (See 
Appendix H). In analyzing lesson videos from the T1 classroom, a total of 97 
events were categorized (See Table 8). 
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Table 8 
Instructional Focus of Modifications by T1: Lesson Videos   
 
Key Terms 
 
Total 
 
DL 37 
BK 31 
HE 21 
EI   8 
Total Number of events                     97 
Disciplinary literacy. Of these 97 events, 37 were identified as 
disciplinary literacy (DL). These events included the teacher asking students to 
respond to literary elements, text-based questions about the Golden Rule (a 
predominant concept in the text), the structure of the text, character’s 
perspective, rising action, characterization, character development, character’s 
point of view, and setting. In one instance, during lesson six the following 
observation was recorded: The students were asked to discuss the title in relation 
to chapter 1 and the characters. Questions about what the mockingbird 
represents (Field Note, 12/16/15). In another instance, in lesson 10: Students were 
asked to use evidence from the text to continue to respond to the elements of the 
narrative structure. Students were asked to compare and contrast text structure 
and find evidence for how structure is used in the text (Field Note, 12/18/15). 
As shown in Table 9, during the initial interview, T1 confirmed 
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knowledge of DL 13 times by identifying and discussing the focus of DL in 
relation to plot development, character’s actions, author’s craft and language, 
rising action, use of symbolism, and themes in literature.  In one response, when 
asked What aspects of literature do you trace?, T1 replied:  
Maybe I want to understand what kind of language this author uses and 
how does this author take me in this story with the use of symbolism or 
maybe the author uses a kind of metaphor and how that metaphor 
perhaps could represent the entire train of the story. So those things 
actually put me into a story.  
In a second example, when T1 was asked What do you pay attention to when 
reading a new fiction text?, T1 commented on DL: 
Is it just for me to look at character analysis and kind of try to understand 
this character and what position the character is taking that makes this 
character different from other characters that I have read in other novels. 
So I go in with a kind of divergent thinking trying to understand the 
writing of the literature but also understanding where the author is 
coming from and where the author is going to take me as a reader. 
(Teacher Interview, 10/21/15) 
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Table 9 
Instructional Focus of Modifications by T1: Teacher Interview   
 
Key Terms Total 
 
DL 13 
BK  7 
HE  0 
EI 
Total Number of events                                                                                 
 0 
20
 
Further evidence of the teacher’s awareness and reliance on DL was found in the 
weekly reflections. Nineteen DL events were coded (see Table 10). In one 
instance, T1 explained that “The lessons also included instructional support 
telling context meanings, modeling how lines reveal events and character, the 
author’s diction, tone and perspective, use of symbolism and figurative, and 
close reading strategies” (T1 Teacher Interview, 10/21/15).  In the lesson videos, 
the events included in the teacher’s reflection focused understanding of the main 
idea, analyzing text structures, considering author’s perspective, author’s style, 
character development, tone, symbolism, and plot structure. 
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Table 10 
Self-Reflections Categorized by Variables: T1 
 
Key Terms Total 
 
BK 20 
DL 19 
HE   2 
EI   1 
Total Number of events             42 
Background knowledge. Thirty-one events were classified as related to 
background knowledge (BK) development. These events included asking 
students to consider images, personal experiences, connections, review previous 
understanding, re-read, summarize, and annotate.  In one such event (Lesson 
one) the following observation was recorded: Prior to conducting a gallery walk 
(i.e., a practice in which students observe and take notes on images related to a 
text or topic of study), T1 asked, “How many have attended the Museum of Fine 
Arts?” (Field Note, 11/14/15). In another event (Lesson two), the following 
observation was recorded: Asked students to review what they did the previous 
day with Ain’t I a Woman and the students were asked to continue to re-read the 
speech. (Field Note, 11/16/15).  
T1’s focus on BK was especially evident. Despite only one direct question, 
T1 commented on the importance of BK a total of seven times. In another 
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example, responding to a question about what to pay attention to when reading 
a new fiction text, the teacher replied:   
The five W and H [i.e. who, what, where, why, and how]. It allows you to 
not only understand what is going on in the story, but to think beyond 
what the story is telling you. And then, in so doing I am also able to take 
the experience within the text to either connect it to other text that I have 
read before and even to my own personal life or just to what is happening 
in general: text to world. 
 As shown in Table 10, T1 focused on the need to scaffold instruction by 
activating and building BK to access DL. Within the weekly reflections, T1 
identified and reflected on the use of BK in instruction 20 times. In one entry, T1 
noted that “…vocabulary, KWL, and quick-writes can bridge what students 
already know with learning new concepts. Student work time is on applying 
skills and concepts, and ending lessons with review activities, learning targets, 
and exit slips.”  In the lesson videos, the events the teacher reflected on here (i.e., 
vocabulary, KWL, quick-writes) served to provide students with support for 
focusing on main ideas, paraphrasing, discussion, and making connections. 
Overall, throughout the teacher’s reflections, there seemed to be a particular 
focus on students’ background knowledge and experiences, as there were a 
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number of spontaneous references to BK. 
High expectations. Twenty-one events were characterized as rooted in 
high expectations for students (HE). While analyses initially set out to document 
culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP), which includes many integral elements of 
teaching from a strengths perspective, as outlined in chapter 2, the only observed 
element of CRP in this class was evidence of high expectations. This included 
expecting students to come to class having read the assigned homework chapter 
and being expected to provide an accurate summary and correct answers to text-
based questions. In one example (Lesson six) this observation was noted: 
Students are asked to do their quick write: response to To Kill a Mockingbird from 
chapter three of their homework and provide summary evidence from the text. 
(Field Note, 1/8/16). As shown in Table 9, and consistent with observations, 
during this initial interview T1 did not mention HE (T1 Teacher Interview, 
10/21/15). In the weekly reflections, two events were categorized as high 
expectations. Each reminded students to read independently and to be well-
prepared for class discussions. 
Explicit instruction. Eight events were categorized as explicit instruction 
(EI) in reading strategies. These events included having the teacher model 
completing graphic organizers, lead discussions, annotate, and re-read. In one 
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such example (in lesson three) the following observation was recorded: “T1 
modeled how to annotate the text” (Field Note, 11/23/15).  In another (Lesson 
five), this observation was recorded: “The teacher modeled looking at the cover, 
reading the back and reading a few pages from chapter one” (Field Note, 
12/4/15).  As shown in Table 9, during this initial interview T1 did not mention EI 
(T1 Teacher Interview, 10/21/15). In the weekly reflections, one event was 
categorized as EI, a reflection on explicitly modeling a scaffold to support 
reading comprehension. 
Summary of curricular modifications. Based on the combined analysis in 
this section, evidence indicates that T1 modified the curriculum in these ways: (1) 
by adding text-based questions that either contributed to DL or BK, (2) by 
explicitly modeling scaffolds to build comprehension, and (3) by setting high 
expectations. 
Rationale and Source for Curricular Modifications: Building Background 
Knowledge in the Service of Disciplinary Literacy. 
T1’s curriculum modifications related to three sources (i.e., teacher 
knowledge, EL curriculum, researcher. In instances when only one source of 
knowledge accounted for teaching actions, the single source was 
overwhelmingly the teacher’s prior knowledge; with only 3 such instances 
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attributed to the EL curriculum and none attributed solely to the researcher.   
(See Table 11). 
Table 11 
 
Source Codes Categorized by Number of Occurrences: T1  
 
Category Responses 
 
 (Teacher)   
Single  54 
Double 9 
Triple 9 
 
(EL curriculum) 
 
Single  3 
Double 9 
Triple 9 
  
(Researcher)  
Single   
Double 2 
Triple 9 
Total Number of events           104 
 Disciplinary Literacy and Background Knowledge. Based on this analysis, of 
the predominant teaching actions (i.e., DL, BK, HE, EI), DL and BK were most 
often linked to multiple sources (i.e., curriculum, teacher knowledge, 
researcher/literacy coach). Subsequent examination indicated that some of the 
events started as BK and then lead to DL. T1 suggested he relied on his 
knowledge to build BK and DL (See Table 12). This exchange between T1 and 
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one of the students is indicative:  
[Teacher] Examine the author’s style in engaging the reader. Think about 
the exposition. The beginning. How does the author engage you as the 
reader? ... (BK) What is one way?  
[A student brings up a conflict]. One, way is the author can introduce a 
conflict? Can introduce the problem at the beginning of the story (DL). 
The problems the characters go through (DL).  
Table 12 
Eight Episodes of Triple Source Codes from the Classroom Videos: T1 
Key Terms Total 
 
DL 17 
BK 17 
HE 6 
EI 
Total Number of events 
 
40 
 
In another instance, T1 builds BK by asking questions that lead to DL. Again, it 
appears that T1 uses his knowledge and experience to build students’ BK and 
DL:  
[Teacher) Let’s go back to the text and think about the line… Here is the 
statement, open to page 90. Let me see who can connect this to the Golden 
Rule. Ok, do you remember the golden rule? 
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Students responded, yes. 
[Teacher] We looked at golden rules from the bible, from a Chinese 
philosopher, and we look at it before Christ. And they all seem to be 
saying what?  
The same thing, students said. The same thing about what? Treat others 
the way you want to be treated, students said. This is Atticus, I don’t care 
what you do—does everyone see that? Students respond, yeah.  
[Teacher] I don’t care what you do, so long as you do something, said 
Atticus. You can’t go around making caricatures of the neighbors. You 
can’t go around making caricatures of the neighbors. What do you think 
he was saying there and how does this relate to the golden rule?  
Student responds, how would they feel if someone did that about them. 
[Teacher] Ok, so in a way he is reminding his kids, right, that do onto 
others as what?  
Students respond, you want others to do onto you (T1 Classroom Video 
Recording, 1/3/16). 
Other examples of BK that more clearly imply connections include exchanges 
such as “Do you remember when we did the Contender–right? What did boxing 
represent to Alfred? What did it represent?  
 95 
Student responds, hard work.  
[Teacher repeats] Hard work, challenge—so think about it?” DL exchanges from 
the transcribed classroom videos suggest that questioning can provide a scaffold 
that leads from literal to inferential understanding of text elements: 
[Teacher] One of the elements we are looking at is what a character says. 
So what does this reveal about him?  
[Student] I think it reveals that Atticus Finch is an open-minded person. 
For example Atticus says to Scout to put herself in the position to see what 
she would have done, said Danny. 
[Teacher] Ok, what are some good things that we heard from Danny’s 
response? What are some good things that we heard?  
Student raises his hand and the teacher calls on him. He explained why? 
Ok, he explained why, teacher repeats. Right, why does he think Atticus is 
an open-minded person—and what did he say about that?  
Student responds, he said the daughter comes to him and says she does 
not want to go to school and he said think about it if you were the 
teacher.”   
Evidence from the text was used as a scaffold to uncover DL, for instance in this 
exchange:  
 96 
This is Atticus, ‘I don’t care what you do…’—does everyone see that? 
Students respond, yeah. ‘I don’t care what you do, so long as you do 
something, said Atticus. You can’t go around making caricatures of the 
neighbors. You can’t go around making caricatures of the neighbors.’ 
What do you think he was saying there and how does this relate to the 
golden rule?  
Student responds, how would they feel if someone did that bout them. 
Ok, so in a way he is reminding his kids, right, that do onto others as 
what?  
Students respond, you want others to do onto you (T1 Classroom Video 
Recording, 1/8/16). 
Analyses of the eight transcribed videos suggested that, in the T1 classroom, the 
teacher taught disciplinary literacy strategies as social activities with depth and 
complexity of activities moving from literal to inferential. The focus of most of 
the instruction was on making connections and using collaborative discourse to 
enhance comprehension. In the retrospective interview, T1 suggested that 
instruction needs to build from what students know (T1 Retrospective Interview, 
3/18/16). In response to questions, T1 explained that instruction needs to build 
from what students know:  
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It is always important to tap on what students bring to see the connections 
students make in a text. Well, let me tell you they tap into background. 
They play several roles in instruction. What they bring to the table so as to 
give the teacher an idea to pace instruction. Also to help students 
understand what they will learn. It also bridges the gap. (T1 Teacher 
Retrospective Interview, 3/18/16) 
T1 further noted that if the instruction is not clear he will ask himself questions: 
“Do I need to re-teach to the whole class or do I re-teach or confer with a small 
group?” (T1 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 3/18/16). He said that he modifies 
instruction based on student needs: “If a student does not comprehend, I try to 
provide strategies. I frontload those strategies. As comprehension takes hold, I 
combine it with analysis. Comprehension is key. If a student does not 
comprehend, then why teach?” (T1 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 3/18/16). 
When prompted to discuss how he structures planning to support these notions, 
T1 shared his planning process:  
In order to scaffold, during the planning I ask a series of questions using a 
KWL chart and ask specific questions about what they know and want to 
know. The questions can give them an indication of where they are going. 
What I would like them to learn from the lesson and unit. Typically, 10–15 
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minutes then during working the elements that will be covered and 
phrase the question around that. (T1 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 
3/18/16). 
High Expectations. In analyzing the eight episodes in the classroom 
videos, six events were categorized as HE. For example, T1 made the statement 
“So you see the people who read the chapter are raising their hands. They are 
telling you no. You have to read before you say something. Thank you, [student 
name], good try.” As identified earlier CRP, in this study, focused on setting high 
expectations. In that the statement the student who has not read the section of 
the text under discussion is uncovered by the rest of the class because the details 
about the text he was using were inaccurate. The exchange ends with the teacher 
thanking the student for the effort. The following HE exchange suggest that 
students are aware of the expectations set by T1:  
[Teacher] Examine the author’s style in engaging the reader. Think about 
the exposition. The beginning. How does the author engage you as the 
reader?  
[Student tries to respond].  
[Teacher] I appreciate you for the fact that you admitted that you did not 
read it. The first question, I asked you. You told me that the parents died. 
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You then told me that you read the summary. Now, one of the parents 
died, but you did not know that. 
Table 13 
Retrospective Interview Responses: T1   
Key Terms Total 
 
BK 5 
DL 1 
EI 1 
HE 
Total Number of events                                                  
 
7
 
Summary of Rationale and Source of Modifications. Overall in this 
analysis, T1 clarified that instruction needs to begin by activating and then 
building BK for students. Additionally, T1 used questions to prompt 
understanding and determine how to scaffold instruction to meet the needs of 
his students. 
Modifications attributed to Professional Development: Emphasizing 
Disciplinary Literacy.  
To answer the question, “Can modifications be attributed to the PD conditions 
provided prior to study onset?,” aspects of the retrospective interview were 
analyzed along with the initial interview. In the initial interview, T1 focused on 
the moves the teacher makes in instruction. In analyzing the information from 
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the initial interview responses, the pattern of responses led to a focus on building 
student comprehension moving from literal to inferential. For instance, T1 
suggested this in the following response: “I ask the question, have I ever read 
this author before? Ok, what other authors have I read that I could relate to this 
author and then also as I look at the literature I want understand what in fact 
what genre is this literature so perhaps I could dig through.” As discussed 
earlier, T1 suggested that BK should be the focus for beginning instruction:  
“So as I indicated sometimes like even from the questions you ask. Maybe 
perhaps, one of the first things I do I tend to have the students do a review 
of the book. Without even reading the book, something called a book 
pass.”  
T1 included a simple question that could activate and build BK: “Does this books 
remind them of any other book or story that they have read? Overall, in the 
initial interview T1 responses focused on the teacher actions in response to 
student input.  
The information from the retrospective interview confirmed that T1 places 
a high value on BK. For instance, one response from the retrospective interview 
was: “The research is very clear on background knowledge. Even though more 
current research is saying that we want them (students) to discover. Schema 
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allows the teacher to tap into the new knowledge in order to move on.” 
Additionally, T1 explained that the instruction in his classroom is planned with 
that consistent structure: “For every instruction, I provide a preview of what we 
have learned or ask them to write what they know about what we are learning. It 
becomes part of a natural progression of my instruction.”(T1 Teacher Interview, 
3/18/16). 
The information in the retrospective interview identified that T1 sets high 
expectations for himself and his students. For instance, his response that was 
coded as HE suggest this: “To be candid with you I want to be a reflective 
teacher. I want my students to be reflective too. They (questions) add to my 
information and conferences. I try to plan ahead for them based on the focus of 
the lesson.” (T1 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 3/18/16). 
The information suggest that T1 identified professional development as 
key to including DL in his instruction. As discussed earlier, his response to the 
questions that elicited DL: “It was the PD. Well, if you had not said in the PD that 
you wanted me to make changes to the curriculum based on my expertise, I am 
not sure I would have made the changes.” Furthermore, T1 suggest being aware 
of DL, but not planning to teach with a focus on DL. For example T1 responded: 
“I always think about text that way but I do not always plan instruction that 
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way. You telling me that (use your expertise as an expert reader of English) freed 
me to think about what changes I could make. It allowed me to think about other 
aspects of my instruction that I could change.” (T1 Teacher Interview, 3/18/16). 
Overall, based on the analysis of the initial interview and retrospective 
interview indicated that T1 believes that without BK students are not able to 
apply DL. T1 confirmed that the professional development on DL supported his 
instructional planning to make changes to the curriculum using his expertise.  
Summary of PD Modifications. Based on the combined analysis from the 
two sections, the reasons T1 used for the modifications include, knowledge of 
research evidence, knowledge of reading comprehension, knowledge of his 
student needs, learning from professional development on DL prior to the study, 
and permission to make changes to the curriculum. Additionally, T1 explained 
that he believes that all instruction needs to begin by activating and then 
building BK for students. 
Teacher 2 
Curricular Modifications: Focusing on Background Knowledge. 
To answer the question, “How does the T2 modify the curriculum?,” 18 video 
recordings of classroom instruction were examined. The video analysis indicated 
that T2 modified the new curriculum in several ways, including: pre-teaching 
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vocabulary in the initial lessons, having the students take turns reading the text 
aloud individually and in pairs, and reading sections of the text aloud to the 
students. To ensure that the account was rich, robust, comprehensive and well-
developed, the data were triangulated using T2’s summary and reflections and 
interviews.  
Table 14, presents data on the number of categorized classroom video 
events for each of the variables. In analyzing the T2 group videos a total of 57 
events were categorized. Previously, the events were defined as instances in 
which the definition of the variable was applied to the teaching action during the 
lesson.  
Table 14 
Instructional Focus of Modifications by T2: Lesson Videos 
Key Terms Total 
 
BK 33 
DL 16 
CRP 6 
EI 2 
Total Number of events             57 
Background Knowledge. Of the 57 total events, 33 of the events were 
categorized as BK. These events included the teacher asking the students to 
review from the previous day, reading sections aloud to the students, and asking 
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students to discuss sections of the text. In one example, prior to the first lesson, 
T2 created and administered an “initial assessment to activate prior knowledge 
and introduce the theme: Taking a Stand. She discussed Donald Trump and 
immigration in relation to the identified theme of the EL Education 
module.”(Field Note, 11/15/15). In another example (Lesson 3) T2:  “Reviewed 
what was easy and what was difficult in responding to text based questions with 
her students.” In a third example (Lesson eight) T2 read aloud to build BK the 
beginning of chapter one aloud as the students listened. (Field Note, 12/14/15). 
Although there was only one question in the initial interview that directly 
asked about BK, T2 mentioned BK a total of 18 times. For example, when asked 
What do you focus on when reading literature?, she said: “How does it [the text] 
relate to my life or someplace where I’ve been or to some place where I’d like to 
be?” (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15). In another example, she was asked: What 
aspects of literature do you trace as you read? She responded: 
And then, to be able to assist my students to say you know what and this 
too shall pass. Even if such and such a thing’s happening. You know 
what, it’s okay—it’s okay. Because look at how Pandora suffered. Just 
taking something from the literature.  Look at how Pandora suffered. I 
mean, look at what happened with Charlie. When he became so brilliant. 
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My gosh, he became so smart that the very thing that he’s always wanted, 
which is acceptance—he blew right pass acceptance and all the way to 
once again being the other. (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15). 
When asked: What do you pay attention to when reading a new fiction text?, she said: 
I find myself really attached to my cell phone, to twitter. Like when you 
have events like what happened in Paris. There is no way you want to be 
away from nonfiction texts. You want to know that news story. You want 
to know the developments. You want to know what is going on. But part 
of what then occurs to me is well then hold on if this is happening in Paris. 
What else happened on Friday the 13th 2015? And as it turns out, well oh 
my gosh, there was an earthquake in Japan and it was devastating in 
terms of property. But there was not a huge loss of life. Was that even 
covered in the news? Well I went and hunted for it. And then what 
happened last weekend in Mali. Oh my gosh, hold on what is happening? 
Because my students are saying to me that they have an increasing sense 
of unease. (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15) 
Explicit Instruction. Sixteen events were categorized as EI. These 
included modeling the completion of graphic organizers, providing instructions 
for completing assignments, and posing questions. In one instance (lesson six), 
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T2: “Gave instructions for completing the note-catcher (graphic organizer) for 
Ain’t I a Woman? She went over a note-catcher: Central idea/draw a 
picture/compelling lines/any questions” (Field Note, 12/9/15). In another 
example, T2: “Guided students to complete the vocabulary organizer” (Field 
Note, 12/16/15). In the initial interview none of the questions were crafted to elicit 
EI, but during the interview T2 discussed how DL can lead to EI. In one such 
instance, she illustrated how when studying They Wear the Mask, she and her 
students literally gestured wearing the mask: “Like, oh your mask is slipping. 
They will say to each other or they will just go like this (using a hand gesture for 
putting that mask back on) if you start getting upset or angry—put that mask 
back on” (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15). 
High Expectations. Six events were categorized as HE. These six events 
occurred during the last six lessons during which T2 “asked students to read 
chapters of To Kill a Mockingbird for homework” (Field Note, 3/1/16). In an 
attempt to ensure that the students finished reading the text prior to the final 
ANet assessment T2 created another curricular modification. 
Disciplinary Literacy. Although in the initial interview T2 provided 
responses that demonstrated knowledge of DL, there were no instances in her 
lesson videos in which she was observed to modify the curriculum to include 
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DL. As shown in Table 15, T2 confirmed knowledge of DL 18 times by 
identifying and discussing the focus of DL in relation to imagery, eternal themes, 
allusions, mood, character development, analogies, tracing time, point of view, 
perspective, and themes in literature. In one example from the initial interview, 
when T2 was asked What do you focus on when reading literature? she said: “Are 
there themes that are on-going that make me think wow this is something that I 
would like to incorporate” (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15). In another example, 
in response to a question about how she decides what to pay attention to when 
reading literature, she replied: “… well, the theme, the mood, the tone–all of 
those things are really important. And I love the imagery” (T2 Teacher Interview, 
10/24/15). 
Table 15 
Instructional Focus of Modifications by T2: Initial Interview 
Key Terms Total 
 
DL 18 
BK 18 
EI 1 
CRP 
Total Number of events 
 
37 
 
Summary of Curricular Modifications. Based on the combined analysis 
in this section, evidence indicates that T2 modified the curriculum by adding 
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additional scaffolds and graphic organizers, pre-teaching vocabulary, and 
creating her own structure to support reading the text.  
Rationale and Source for Curricular Modifications: Building 
Background Knowledge to Support English Language Learners. 
To answer the question What are the reasons T2 use for the modifications?, 18 video 
recordings of classroom instruction were re-examined. The analysis involved 
identifying, defining, and coding using the identified source codes. As 
previously described, the four source codes identified were: EL curriculum (◊), 
researcher (√), teacher (→), and students (+). Using the information from the 18 
video recordings, 70 uses of the codes were applied. In Table 16, 35 single uses of 
the codes were applied of which 29 were attributed to the teacher and six to the 
EL curriculum. Table 16, indicates that 24 double source codes were applied of 
which they were distributed equally between the teacher and the EL curriculum. 
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Table 16 
 
Source Codes Categorized by Number of Occurrences 
 
Category Responses 
 
(Teacher)   
Single  29 
Double 12 
Triple  
 
(EL curriculum) 
 
Single  6 
Double 12 
Triple  
  
(Researcher)  
Single  11 
Double  
Triple 
Total Number of events 
 
70 
 
  
Background Knowledge. T2’s emphasis on BK was apparent in her 
reflections. As shown in Table 17, T2 reflected on the use of the BK in instruction 
seven times. For instance, T2 created graphic organizers, vocabulary supports, 
researched and shared historical context, and had the students construct Cornell 
Notes. In one example, T2 indicated in her reflection that “the photos were 
especially challenging for my students, all of whom are ELLs. They do not have 
the historical context for many of the photos and therefore the lessons took 
almost three times longer than they should have” (T2 Teacher Interview, 
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10/24/15). In a second example she explained in her reflections: “I did my best to 
offer supports (historical context) to students to help them complete 
assignments” (T2 Teacher Reflection, 12/16/15). T2 reflected on identifying 
alternative versions of the text to support her students: “Kerri Washington’s 
version of the speech, the students found much easier to understand and relate. 
The wording was clear, and students were able to analyze the image and relate it 
to the circumstances of their mothers’ and grandmothers’ faces” (T2 Teacher 
Reflection, 12/16/15). The overall analysis of the teacher reflections indicated that 
T2 had knowledge of DL and BK. Yet, the data indicated that her modifications 
focused only on BK. 
The T2 mentioned in her retrospective interview BK four times. In one 
such instance, when she was asked to provide her thoughts on the EL 
curriculum, she responded: “This is one of the best curriculum’s I have ever seen. 
It is thorough and very detailed. Yet, that having been said, my ELL students 
struggled with context, vocabulary” (T2 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 
4/29/16).  When she was asked to share her reflections on how her students 
viewed To Kill a Mockingbird she responded that: “They did not enjoy the book as 
much as I had hoped because they said, ‘It's too hard to understand’” (T2 
Teacher Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16). When asked about modifications, her 
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response in the retrospective interview focused on the needs of her students: 
I have a number of second language learners and they need the 
vocabulary support. There were not enough supports in the EL modules 
for second language learners. I pre-taught the vocabulary to support their 
comprehension. Most of the time, I have the students reading in pairs to 
read because this helps them. For the most part, I know that we should 
have fidelity of implementation to the curriculum. (T2 Teacher 
Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16) 
Additionally, T2 was asked in the retrospective interview to discuss DL in 
relation to modification and she responded that “I may have taught To Kill a 
Mockingbird differently but I tried to stay true to the fidelity of implementation” 
(T2 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16). 
Table 17 
Reflections Categorized by Variables: T2 
Key Terms Total 
 
BK 7 
DL 2 
EI 
HE 
2 
Total Number of events             11 
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Explicit Instruction. As shown in Table 17, T2 reflected on her use of the 
EI two times. In one reflection, she said: “I also found myself slowing down 
because my students struggled to understand unfamiliar words and American 
expressions” (T2 Teacher Reflection, 12/16/15). In a second reflection, T2 noted 
her practice of reading the text aloud: “We need to read each page aloud, and 
students oftentimes do not understand the Southern dialect” (T2 Teacher 
Reflection, 12/21/15).  In three of the responses to the questions in the 
retrospective interview, T2 indicated a focus on EI. In one example, she 
explained that her modifications were to support her students: “I read the text 
aloud.” Additionally in the retrospective interview, T2 added:  “To overcome 
this reluctance, I had students go onto Youtube and have the students read along 
with https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Cq8cf5KDXY.”  In the retrospective 
interview, T2 added one more scaffold: “We also developed graphic organizers 
to assist students with their understanding of the text, and being able to compare 
the book to the movie.” 
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Table 18 
Retrospective Interview Categorized by Variables: T2 
 
Key Terms Total 
 
BK 4 
EI 3 
Outlier 3 
DL 
HE 
1 
 
Total Number of events             10 
  
Curricular Fidelity. In the retrospective interview, T2 identified 
individual student needs, allocated instructional time, and school commitments 
for making modifications to the curriculum. As shown in Table 18, T2 provided 
ten responses that were categorized using the source codes, and an outlier 
category related to her concerns about curricular fidelity emerged in the analysis. 
Specifically, there were three outlier comments that suggest external reasons for 
the modification. When T2 was asked about the final four lessons, her response 
suggest three possible reasons:   
We had a number of outside commitments. You remember, we had the 
coding sessions and the students were out for high school visits, and the 
Access (ELL) testing that occurred during the ELA block. And then of 
course you remember, the climate issues, the snow days, the fighting, and 
bullying that went on this year.  We lost time due to many of those issue. 
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And I wanted to make sure that they finished To Kill a Mockingbird before 
the ANet assessment was scheduled. (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15) 
Additionally, in the retrospective interview the T2 indicated that “I know that we 
have to have fidelity of implementation but I knew we had to finish.” And finally 
she concluded with:  
Initially, I asked [the principal] to change the date of the assessment but 
when she said no. I gave the students time to read in pairs during the class 
as well as assigning chapters for homework. Some of the students finished 
the book without those supports, but they are my high flyers. I have a few 
highflyers. (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15) 
The relatively few modifications T2 made may indicate a perception that 
she would violate program fidelity if she made adjustments.  In reviewing her 
reflections, she stated: “I know that I have to keep the fidelity of implementation, 
but it is difficult to do with the needs of my ELLs” (T2 Teacher Interview, 
10/24/15). This analysis indicated that T2 attributed her modifications of the EL 
curriculum to external factors mostly outside of her control. 
Summary of Rationale and Source of Modifications. Based on the 
combined analysis in this section, evidence indicated that T2 modified the 
curriculum to support her second language learners, in response to limited 
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instructional time, and external commitments. Furthermore, T2 said in the 
retrospective interview that she modified the curriculum because her second 
language learners were struggling with BK and DL in relation to the text and the 
context. The other broad indication from the data for modifying the curriculum 
was that the students had many testing, field trips, and non-English discipline 
commitments during the ELA block. Although the T2 had a perceived sense of 
fidelity of implementation, it was superseded by the timeline of the final 
assessments and a commitment to completing the module on time. 
Modifications attributed to Professional Development: Emphasizing 
Instruction for English Language Learners.  
To answer the question Can modifications be attributed to the PD conditions 
provided prior to study onset?, aspects of the initial interview and the retrospective 
interview were analyzed. In the initial interview, T2 focused on how to provide 
supports. In analyzing the information from the initial interview responses, the 
pattern of responses led to a focus on building connections for students. For 
instance, T2 suggest this in the following response: “One of the first things that I 
do is make a connection. Okay, what is happening with me and my life right 
now where I can really connect?” (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15). T2 discussed 
her role as teacher in the following example: “But I am always reading with the 
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lens of a teacher. I am always, whenever I am reading, I am always thinking OK 
how this relates to what my students are going through” (T2 Teacher Interview, 
10/24/15). Additionally, T2, shared “I have it in the back of my mind as one of 
those things in my tool box that I am always ready to pull out later on and say 
well … that’s what a teacher does—you try to expand your tool box” (T2 Teacher 
Interview, 10/24/15). T2 used current events to make connections for her 
students. For example, T2 elaborated using a nonfiction text to make her point: 
While the Diary of Anne Frank is nonfiction …Those have some 
fictionalized elements and even the movies that have been made about it 
are fictionalized. So what do I do, the first thing I do is I go in and I think 
okay well what happened here. How would I feel if I had to live in a room 
this size with so many other people? And If I am stuck with my parents 
who have certain expectations of me …How do you—how would I then 
react? And then, I’m thinking okay, well how would my students react? 
How is there some control? How would they feel standing up looking out 
a window seeing people walk freely? Children play freely. They can’t and 
they are stuck and they are not just stuck because oh, they are not feeling 
well that day. They are stuck for an extended period of time.   How do 
they feel? How do they deal with that anger, with that resentment? How 
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do they channel it and then just reading Anne’s words and trying to 
understand and put yourself in her position? And how is she dealing with 
that? And how does she then cope with the struggles around food and the 
need to ration. And just understanding the mentality that there are people 
who want to kill you for no other reason other than your religion. I mean, 
how crazy is that? And then, to make those connections with my students. 
Where they need to understand that, you know what the Black Lives 
Matter movement. There is the analogy right there because there are 
people who quite frankly who would like to have some of my students 
deported from this country.  (T2 Teacher Interview, 10/24/15) 
These type of connections typified the instruction in the T2 classroom. T2 
supports focused on providing students with perspective on current events.  
In her responses in the retrospective interview T2 identified: “As an 
accommodation I researched the House of Representatives as well as background 
information on the wage gap between men and women. I also found myself 
slowing down because my students struggled to understand unfamiliar words 
and American expressions” (T2 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16). T2 in 
the retrospective interview identified that certain scaffolds in the EL module did 
not support her students: “The photos were especially challenging for my 
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students, all of whom are ELLs. They do not have the historical context for many 
of the photos, and therefore the lessons took almost 3 times longer than they 
should have” (T2 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16). Additionally, she 
found that elements of the text were difficult for her students to understand. For 
example, “Shirley Chisolm, students were unaware of the structure of our 
government. Therefore, they struggled to understand what Mrs. Chisolm was 
trying to accomplish” (T2 Teacher Retrospective Interview, 4/29/16).  
Summary of PD Modifications. Overall, T2 highlighted activating 
building background knowledge for the analysis of the two interviews. Yet, these 
instances of activating and building background knowledge tended to focus on 
individual student needs, wanting students to connect to current issues whether 
immigration, politics or past issues in history. These opportunities to connect 
were not always aligned with the content or necessarily the context.   
Student Outcomes 
ANet Interim Assessment.  
To answer the question, “Does reading achievement of students in T1 and T2 
classrooms vary at the end of the study?,” the results of the ANet Paced Interim 
Assessment (pre-and posttest) were analyzed. The first step was to ensure that 
each of the student participants met the criteria for inclusion. One student was 
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dropped because he was not present for both pre and posttest. Test results 
served two purposes. First, they were used to determine if there were differences 
between students in the two classrooms at the outset. No significant differences 
were found. Second, they served as pretest and post-test data of students’ 
reading comprehension proficiency.  
A paired t test was used to analyze T1 and T2 pre and posttest within 
group differences.   
Table 19 
Descriptive statistics and paired sample t-test results for T1 and T2 groups 
 
Outcome Pretest  Posttest  n 95% CI for 
Mean 
Difference 
 
M SD SEM M SD SEM t df Sig 
T1 12.86 4.04 0.88  14.71 2.49 0.54  21 -3.54, -0.18 2.3053 20 0.0320* 
T2  7.14 3.55 0.95  7.93 3.00 0.80  14 -3.30, -1.73 0.67 13 0.5113 	*	p	<	.05.		
As shown in Table 16, for the T1 classroom, there was a significant difference 
between the pretest mean (M=12.86, SD=4.04) and the posttest mean (M=14.71, 
SD=2.49). Cohen’s effect size value (d = .55) suggested moderate practical 
significance. There were no significant differences for the T2 classroom. 
Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, I presented the findings of the research study. These 
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findings are based primarily on analysis of classroom video recordings, teacher 
interview transcripts, and teacher and researcher reflections. Major results were:  
1. T1 modified the curriculum by adding text-based questions that either 
contributed to DL or BK, explicitly modeled strategies to build 
comprehension, and set high expectations throughout. 
2. T2 modified the curriculum by providing scaffolding specifically for 
English language learners (such as pre-teaching vocabulary, and having 
students listen to the text being read aloud).  
3. T1 used his knowledge of research evidence, knowledge of reading 
comprehension, knowledge of his student needs, learning from 
professional development, and permission to make changes to make 
instructional decisions that would adapt the curriculum. 
4. T2 modified the curriculum to provide additional support for her second 
language learners and to complete instruction within instructional periods 
limited by school-wide activities or other external commitments.  
5. Students in the T1 classroom achieved significantly improved their 
reading achievement. Students in the T2 classroom did not demonstrate 
significant growth in reading.  
A discussion of these results is explored in Chapter Five.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
In this study, I set out to answer these questions: In a context in which two 
experienced urban secondary English language arts teachers highly regarded by 
administrators and peers implement a new curriculum aligned with state 
standards: 
(a) Do they modify the mandated curriculum and if so, how?  
(b) What is the reason for the modification (or lack thereof)?  
(c) Can modifications be attributed to the professional development 
conditions provided prior to study onset? 
(d) Does reading achievement of students in classroom 1 and classroom 2 
vary at the end of the study?  
My analyses revealed that the two teachers, when implementing the new 
curriculum, made modifications that were informed by and reflective of their 
personal beliefs about and knowledge of teaching and learning, as well as their 
professional development experiences. Analyses further revealed that the 
differences in their modifications affected student learning.  
As I examined the different types of curricular modifications made by the 
two teachers in this study, I found examples of both effective and ineffective 
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modifications to meet the needs of students. Major findings were as follows:  
1. How and why did the teachers modify the curriculum? The two teachers 
differed in the ways they enacted the curriculum. 
T1 modified the curriculum by adding text-based questions that 
contributed to building students’ background knowledge, explicitly 
teaching comprehension strategies, and setting high expectations for his 
students. These practices were consistent with the teacher’s prior 
knowledge of research evidence, reading comprehension processes, and 
the needs of his students. T1 also instructed his students about the use of 
disciplinary literacy strategies, reflecting his most recent professional 
development experience. Finally, T1 was very willing to modify the 
curriculum, recalling the “permission” sought and received prior to the 
start of the study. 
 In contrast, T2 modified the curriculum by adding additional 
scaffolds, pre-teaching vocabulary, and having students listen to the text 
being read aloud, a strategy she perceived as effective in mediating 
complex text. T2 also viewed these modifications as ways of supporting 
her second language learners, citing discussions in the recent (proximal) 
professional development as evidence of their importance. Other 
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modifications to the curriculum occurred in response to increasingly 
limited instructional time and other external demands. Finally, T2 seemed 
less willing to modify the curriculum based on her own knowledge and 
expertise, often citing the importance of program fidelity despite explicit 
encouragement to modify the curriculum as necessary. 
2. Did student reading achievement vary between the two classrooms?  The 
students in the T1 classroom achieved statistically significant gains on a 
reading comprehension test, suggesting that the modifications made by T1 
positively impacted his students’ reading achievement. The students in 
the T2 classroom did not demonstrate significant growth in reading 
achievement. 
How Teachers Modified the Curriculum 
The kinds of modifications the teachers made had consequences for 
student learning in each classroom. T1 modified the curriculum by having 
students respond to text-based questions about the Golden Rule, setting, rising 
action, narrative structure, character development, and character point of view. 
T1 instructed students in English literature discipline-specific strategies and 
provided many opportunities for students to build schema, connecting their 
background knowledge, and experiences to the text they were reading.  In the T1 
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class, the teacher also set high expectations, demanding that students read the 
text independently and answer additional text-based questions. Finally, T1 
added a discussion structure to every class to build comprehension. This 
structure provided students with an additional scaffold to increase 
comprehension. 
In contrast, T2 modified the curriculum by pre-teaching vocabulary, 
having the students take turns reading the text aloud individually and in pairs, 
and reading sections of the text aloud to the students. The modifications made by 
T2 reduced the amount of independent work each student was able to complete, 
the amount of text the students read independently, and the amount of time for 
students to engage in meaningful discussion about the text. These findings 
suggest a decline in rigor for the T2 students and support current research and 
theory indicating that isolated vocabulary instruction and generic reading 
strategies are not sufficient scaffolds for the deep comprehension of disciplinary 
texts (Alverman, 2003; Lee, 2010; 2007; 2004; Moje, 2008; Schoenbach & Greenleaf 
1999; 2009; Shanahan & Shanahan 2008).  
Moreover, the findings indicate that these instructional modifications 
affected students’ reading practices in the two classrooms, despite their exposure 
to the same complex text. The students in the T1 classroom responded to and 
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discussed the text with particular attention to complex relationships among 
characters and ideas, the density of information presented, high-level 
vocabulary, and the author’s tone and purpose (ACT, 2006). Although they read 
the same text, the students in the T2 classroom focused on listening to the text 
being read aloud, answering literal comprehension questions in a graphic 
organizer, and defining vocabulary words. These findings point to the need for 
future research to further document the details of the enacted curriculum, 
including the particular ways that teachers support students in reading complex 
texts as well as the implications of these instructional decisions for the kinds of 
reading and learning practices in which students engage in classrooms. 
Why Teachers Modified the Curriculum 
The teachers’ explanations for the reasons for their curricular 
modifications provide insight into their understandings of their instructional role 
in the classroom. T1 attributed his modifications to internal factors, specifically 
his personal understanding that effective instruction for students first needs to 
build background knowledge. In the context of an ELA classroom, he believed 
that knowledge needed to move from literal to inferential. T1 attributed this 
understanding of his role as a teacher to his prior knowledge of research 
evidence and reading comprehension, derived at least in part from professional 
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development experiences, and his commitment to supporting his students in 
light of this knowledge.  
On the other hand, T2 attributed her curricular modifications to external 
factors. Although the distribution of English language learners in the T1 and T2 
classrooms were approximately the same, T2 believed that many of the students 
in her class needed additional scaffolds as a result of their special “status” as 
second language learners. This meant that she pre-taught vocabulary, created 
graphic organizers, shared historical context, and read aloud to the students in 
response to an externally imposed condition. T2 believed that supporting second 
language learners, responding to reduced instructional time, and fulfilling the 
need to complete the module on time were the only acceptable reasons for 
modifying the curriculum. Thus, she modified the curriculum in response to 
these perceived external constraints. 
Obstacles to Modification 
Although both teachers were encouraged to use their experience, 
knowledge, and judgment as they enacted the curriculum, the findings indicate 
that concerns about fidelity to the standards-based curriculum contributed to 
each teacher’s enactment.  Indeed, while T1 indicated a willingness to modify the 
curriculum extensively after verifying that such modifications were permitted, 
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T2 had a strong perceived sense of the need to maintain fidelity to the 
curriculum. T2’s perceived lack of curricular autonomy may have limited the 
adjustments she made to support the needs of her students. Moreover, her 
perception provides a potential explanation for her attribution of modifications 
to external factors outside her direct control (e.g., the students in her class, time 
constraints). 
Both of these teachers taught in public schools and were therefore 
required to meet local and national accountability mandates. Despite explicit 
autonomy with regards to the enacted curriculum, both teachers believed they 
needed permission to make changes. At a time when the complexity of the texts 
assigned to students may demand teacher mediation, teachers’ reluctance to 
modify curriculum may have especially negative consequences for students 
whose reading proficiency does not yet enable easy access to those text. 
Therefore, at a time when districts increasingly rely on standardized curriculum 
in response to high-stakes tests, there is a need for future research that identifies 
the supports necessary to ensure that teachers have the autonomy and 
knowledge necessary to make modifications to the curriculum that privileges 
their professional expertise and addresses the particular needs of their students. 
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Researcher Bias 
Both of the teachers in this study demonstrated at the onset, the general 
tenets of culturally relevant pedagogy. These tenets included understanding that 
knowledge is socially constructed and that individual and collective cultures 
filter knowledge. This focus on encouraging multiple perspectives was evident in 
my understanding of each of these two teachers because I was able to use my 
local context. Central to culturally relevant pedagogy is a belief system that can 
be authentically confirmed by uncovering the person’s intent.  The intent of 
actions is difficult to gauge simply through observations. While observing, I did 
see evidence of other aspects of culturally relevant pedagogy, but I was not 
always able to confirm the intent. Culturally relevant pedagogy is grounded in 
schema theory, which is easier to gauge without confirming intent. This study 
identified many events as background knowledge but confirmed setting high 
expectations as one aspect of culturally relevant pedagogy. However, a teacher’s 
belief in his or her agency, the belief in student capacity, and the ability to use 
that capacity to teach through strengths are the cornerstones of using culturally 
relevant pedagogy.  
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Threats to Validity 
 A number of threats to validity were considered and mitigated to ensure 
the trustworthiness of the data and the resulting findings. First, I was an 
experienced educator and administrator in the district where the study was 
conducted, which allowed for a deep understanding of the teachers, the climate, 
and the culture. However, it also brought preconceived notions and biases and as 
such, may have affected findings. These possible effects were addressed in three 
ways: (1) video-taped lessons and teacher summaries of the lessons provided a 
permanent record of the intervention observation, (2) reflections and notes after 
observations were categorized using my own subjectivity by identifying codes to 
respond to the data, and (3) in my interactions with teachers and students, I 
clearly identified her role as a researcher in this study.  
 A second threat to validity was the integrity of the implementation of 
lessons as it relates to each of the target variables. These effects were addressed 
in four ways: (1) both T1 and T2 received professional development relative to 
explicit and culturally-relevant teaching; (2) lesson plans were reviewed prior to 
the start of the intervention to ascertain the integrity of implementation. 
Instruction in both T1 and T2 classrooms was video recorded and the recordings 
were reviewed and analyzed and verified for accuracy of analyses, and (3) video-
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taped sessions provided a permanent record of the professional development.   
Conclusion 
The overall results of this study confirm and expand the existing literature 
in several ways: (1) by calling attention to how curricular modifications related to 
the development of requisite background knowledge and instruction in 
disciplinary literacy strategies serve to facilitate students’ access to complex texts; 
(2) by identifying some of the reasons for and obstacles to curricular modification 
for particular teachers in particular contexts; and (3) by providing preliminary 
evidence of positive reading outcomes for Black and Latino students who read 
complex texts in classrooms in which teachers emphasize disciplinary literacy 
practices, development of requisite background knowledge, and explicit 
instruction in comprehension strategies. 
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APPENDIX A 
Explicit Instruction Rubric 
 Possible 
Points 
Actual 
Points 
Comments 
Opening    
Gain students Attention 1   
Preview (State goal of the lesson) 
Discuss the relevance of the target strategies 
(or the larger goal) What? Why? When?  
Where? How? 
Connect to real-life purpose for students 
5   
Modeling      
Demonstrating and Describing 
Modeled explicit thinking about how to  
learn from content 
6   
Clear, consistent, and concise 6   
Involved Students 2   
Guided Practice     
Asked higher-level questions 4   
Physical prompts 
Fade Physical prompts 
2   
Verbal prompts 
Fade Verbal prompts 
2   
Visual prompts 
Fade Visual prompts 
2   
Levels of Scaffolding 
Tell them what to do 
Ask them what to do 
Remind them what to do 
4   
Independent      
Demonstrating high rates of accuracy  4   
Example of acceptable finished product(s) 4   
Closing    
Review the critical content  2   
Preview the content for the next lesson 2   
Assign independent work 2   
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Culturally-Relevant Classroom Elements 
 
Teacher:____________________________  Subject:__________ Date/Time:________ 
 
CRP Observed Not 
Observed 
Classroom is arranged to accommodate discussion   
Rules for behavior and expectations for learning are 
explicitly taught, displayed, and reviewed 
  
Provides students with standards, goals and objectives   
Activate and builds students’ prior knowledge before 
instruction 
  
Uses students’ real life experiences to connect learning    
Explains and models instruction   
Students have regular opportunities to share content 
knowledge 
  
Seeks  and share multiple perspectives   
Structures opportunities for students to learn with and 
from their peers 
  
Uses probing and clarifying techniques to assist 
students in answering questions 
  
Uses multiple approaches to monitor student 
understanding 
  
Provides written and oral opportunities for effective 
feedback 
  
Students understanding of oral and written language is 
consistently assessed 
  
Students language and culture are validated and used 
to support instruction  
  
Asks higher order questions equitably   
Acknowledges all student responses   
Uses wait time effectively   
Asks students for feedback on instruction   
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Creating Lesson Plans: Framework for Explicit Instruction 
Explicit Instruction Lesson Plan Preparation: 
 
First, review the lesson plan template and review samples of lesson plans  
Second, take a look at a text (or anthology short texts) that is used in middle or 
high school.  Choose a segment of the curriculum (e.g., the topic of betrayal) to 
teach.  Read the print information as if you were the student. What 
thinking/literacy strategies do you need to use to understand and remember this 
information? 
Third, select a quality print or non-print text to enhance your instruction of this 
content.  Read these materials as an expert reader.  As you do so, think about 
what your students know, what their interests are, and what strengths/shortfalls 
the text has in engaging your adolescent learners.  Consider ways these resources 
might scaffold or support students in your lesson.  
Fourth, use Backwards Design to 1) determine what you want your students to 
know (Learning Objectives); 2) how you will assess your students’ acquisition of 
this knowledge (Acceptable Evidence); 3) plan your lesson (Instructional 
Scaffolding and Engaging Experiences).   
Fifth, this is where the art of teaching really kicks in and your next steps are not 
so linear.  Sometimes, I begin by choosing the strategy. Other times, I start with 
the strategy and plan my performance assessment. Then in other planning 
moments, I think about how to engage my learners in the content and what 
thinking strategy they will need to use to learn and remember the content I am 
teaching.   
Reflect on how and when your students will use the strategies. Consider how the 
strategies will be used key comprehension instruction. Finally, you will you will 
have an opportunity to (a) teach part of your lesson to a partner, (b) be a 
“student” as your partner teaches you part of his/her lesson, and (c) reflect on 
your lesson, your partner’s lesson and the lesson planning experience. 
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Explicit Instruction Lesson Plan 
 
Opening of the Explicit Lesson 
 
 
Preview:  
 
 
 
Review: 
 
 
 
Body of the Explicit Lesson 
Modeling: 
 
 
 
 
Guided Practice: 
 
 
Collaborative Practice 
 
 
Independent Practice: 
 
 
 
 
Closing of the Explicit Lesson 
Review: 
 
 
Preview: 
 
Assign independent work: 
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Lesson Plan Reflection 
After you have completed your lesson, think about your goals, the instructional 
strategies you used, and how your students might responded to the lesson.  Then 
type your thoughtful, critical response to these questions:  (2 points each)  
 
 
1. Overall, how do you feel your Explicit Instruction (EI) lesson went?  What 
were its strengths?  Weaknesses? 
 
 
2. What were your goals for today’s EI lesson?  What specific information or 
ideas did you hope your “students” would understand about: (a) the 
content and (b) about the text(s) you read/interacted with?   
 
 
3. How did you use EI think-aloud strategies and questioning to model how 
best to read and glean useful content information from the text?  Do you 
think these instructional strategies were effective – why or why not? 
Please provide specific examples.  
 
 
4. How effective was your EI lesson in terms of developing student dialogue 
about important content ideas (as opposed to independently working on a 
worksheet)? Please provide specific examples.  
 
 
5. How effective was my teaching of conditional knowledge: the what, why, 
when, and how of the strategies? Please provide specific examples. 
 
 
6. From this analysis, what did you learn about creating EI lessons?  
 
 
7. From this analysis, what did you learn about yourself as a facilitator of 
effective EI lessons in your content area learning?  
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SELF-EVALUATION 
 
Use the checklist below as your opportunity to seek specific feedback.  Please put a 
check in the included column next to the item if it is present in your lesson plan. Then 
rate yourself in the quality column with “+” for your best and “—“for not sure yet. Use 
the questions column for questions you might have about something or particular 
feedback you would like me to provide.   
 
 Check if 
Included 
Quality 
+ or - 
Questions You Still 
Have / Requests 
for Feedback 
Opening (10 points)     
Gain students Attention    
Preview (State goal of the lesson) 
Discuss the relevance of the target skill (or 
the larger goal) What? Why? When? 
Where? How? 
Connect to real-life purpose for students 
   
Review (Critical prerequisite skills)    
Modeling (15 points)     
Demonstrating and Describing 
Modeled explicit thinking about how to  
learn from content 
   
Clear    
Consistent    
Concise    
Involve Students    
Guided and Collaborative Practice (20 
points) 
   
Asked higher-level questions    
Physical prompts 
Fade Physical prompts 
   
Verbal prompts 
Fade Verbal prompts 
   
Visual prompts 
Fade Visual prompts 
   
Levels of Scaffolding 
Tell them what to do 
Ask them what to do 
Remind them what to do 
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Independent (8 points)     
Demonstrating high rates of accuracy     
Example of acceptable finished product(s)    
Closing (6 points)    
Review the critical content     
Preview the content for the next lesson    
 138 
Creating Lesson Plans: Gradual Release of Responsibility 
 
Teacher	Responsibility
Explicit	Instruction																																																 I	do	it
You	do	it	
Alone
Guided	Instruction
Student	Responsibility	
Independently
We	do	it
You	do	it	
TogetherCollaborative
Gradual	Release	of	Responsibility	
Adapted	from	Frey	&	Fisher,	2006
 
Explicit Phase 
• Teacher explicitly models 
 
• Students observe and take notes 
 
Guided Instruction 
• Teacher responds or scaffolds  
 
• Students interact and question 
 
Collaborative 
• Teacher interacts and monitors 
 
 
• Students work with each other and 
build learning 
Independence 
• Teacher hands over responsibility 
and evaluates 
 
• Students apply learning and take 
charge 
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APPENDIX B  
 
Protocol Title: Teacher Consent Form 
Principal Investigator: Oneida Fox Roye 
Description of Subject Population: Two Teachers 
Version Date: July 7, 2014 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study, in which data collection will 
take place in the fall of 2015 through the winter of 2016.  This form details the 
purpose of this study, a description of the involvement required and your rights 
as a participant. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the characteristics of effective instruction 
framed by different instructional approaches that support learning from complex 
text. Insights gathered by you and other participant will be used in writing a 
dissertation, which will be read by my dissertation committee at Boston 
University’s School of Education. Insights will also be directing the design of 
future research on the same topic. 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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We would like to store your study information for future research related to 
examining the characteristics of effective instruction framed by   different 
instructional approaches that support learning from complex text. We will label 
all your study information with a code instead of your name.  The key to the 
code connects your name to your study information.  The researcher will keep 
the code in a password-protected computer/locked file. 
 
Do you agree to let us store your study information for future research related to 
examining the characteristics of effective instruction framed by   different 
instructional approaches that support learning from complex text? 
 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or to 
withdraw at any time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be 
no penalty or loss of benefit to which you are entitled.  If you decide to withdraw 
from this study, the information that you have already provided will be kept 
confidential. 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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You may choose not to be in the study or to stop being in the study before it is 
over at any time.  This will not affect your class standing or your grades.  You 
will not be offered or receive any special consideration if you take part in this 
research study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Also, the researcher may take you out of this study without your permission.  
This may happen because: 
• The researcher thinks it is in your best interest 
• You can’t make the required study visits 
• Other administrative reasons 
 
The expectations of time commitment are as follows: 
• One semi-structured interview for approximately 30 minutes in the fall 
• Two 3-hour professional development sessions during the beginning of 
the fall scheduled after school 
• One-three hour session to differentiate the unit 
• Reading the core text prior to the start of the study  
• Scheduling of two class assessments administered in fall and winter 
(administered, scored, and analyzed by the researcher) during the 
district’s literacy assessment periods. They will be administered as a 
whole class on two different days 
• You will write summaries of your instruction in a teacher reflection 
journal weekly 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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We will keep the records of this study confidential by creating a unique study 
number and the key will be kept in a separate place.  We will make every effort 
to keep your records confidential.  However, there are times when federal or 
state law requires the disclosure of your records. 
 
Reporting child/elder abuse, if applicable:  If, during your participation in this 
study, we have reasonable cause to believe that child/elder abuse is occurring, 
he/she must report this to authorities as required by law.  The researcher will 
make every reasonable effort to protect the confidentiality of your research 
information.  However, it might be possible that a civil or criminal court might 
demand the release of identifiable research information. 
 
Reporting Suicidal Risk:  If, during your participation of this study, we have 
reason to believe that you are at risk for being suicidal or otherwise harming 
yourself, we are required to take the necessary actions.  This may include 
notifying your doctor, your therapist, or other individuals.  If this were to occur, 
we would not able to assure confidentiality. 
 
The following people or groups may review your study records for purposes 
such as quality control or safety: 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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The Researcher and any member of his/her research team 
 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University. The Institutional 
Review Board is a group of people who review human research studies 
for safety and protection of people who take part in the studies. 
• The sponsor or funding agency for this study 
• Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research 
 
The study data will be stored in Massachusetts.   
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  We 
will not put identifiable information on data that are used for these purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Future Contact 
 
We may like to contact you in the future either to follow-up to this study or to 
see if you are interested in other studies taking place at Boston University.   
 
Do you agree to let us contact you in the future? 
 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
 
The incentives provided for your participation include the following: 
• 30 Professional Development Points (PDPs) will be offered. This incentive 
will be provided, but will be up to the teachers to accept or reject  
• Diagnostic analysis of your students’ scores on both assessment measures 
 
The lessons will be video-recorded to help me accurately capture the interactions 
between you and your students. These recording will occur twice weekly for the 
duration of the study. The recordings will only be listened to by professors and 
assistants involved in analyzing data for the purpose of this study. Though direct 
quotes from you may be used in the final report, your name and other 
identifying information will be kept confidential.   
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Do you agree to let us audio/videotape you during this study? 
 
______YES   ______NO  _______INITIALS 
 
You are encouraged to ask questions or raise concerns at any time about the 
nature of the study or the methods I am using.  Please contact me at any time at 
roks.roye@comcast.net or 617-839-1016. You may also contact my faculty advisor, 
Dr. Jeanne Paratore, at jparator@bu.edu or 617-353-3285. You may obtain further 
information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB 
Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Statement of Consent  
 
I have read the information in this consent form including risks and possible 
benefits.  I have been given the chance to ask questions.  My questions have been 
answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in the study.   
 
SIGNATURE 
 
 
______________________________________ 
 Name of Subject 
 
 
______________________________________ 
 ____________________ 
Signature of Subject  Date 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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I have explained the research to the subject and answered all his/her questions.  I 
will give a copy of the signed consent form to the subject. 
 
 
________________________________________  
Name of Person Obtaining Consent 
 
 
________________________________________ 
 _______________________ 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent  Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Protocol Title: Parental Consent Form  
Principal Investigator: Oneida Fox Roye 
Description of Subject Population: Students 
Version Date: July 7, 2014 
 
September 2015 
 
Dear Parents/Guardians,  
I have been employed with the Boston Public Schools for the past 15 years. I am 
currently the Director of English Language Arts and Literacy, K–12. In addition to 
my role as director, I am also pursuing a degree of Doctor of Education at Boston 
University’s School of Education. As a doctoral candidate, I have been granted 
permission by your child’s teacher ____, the school principal, as well as ____, 
Boston’s superintendent, to conduct research to complete my doctoral 
requirements, however, I also need your consent. The following outlines the 
details of the study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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The purpose of this study is to examine the characteristics of effective instruction 
framed by different instructional approaches that support learning from complex 
text. Insights gathered by you and other participant will be used in writing a 
dissertation, which will be read by my dissertation committee at Boston 
University’s School of Education. Insights will also be directing the design of 
future research on the same topic. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice. Your child is free not to take part or to 
withdraw at any time for any reason.  No matter what you decide, there will be 
no penalty or loss of benefit to him or her.  If you decide to withdraw him or her 
from this study, the information that you have already provided will be kept 
confidential. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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You may choose not to let your child participate in the study or to stop being in 
the study before it is over at any time.  This will not affect his or her class 
standing or his or her grades. Your child will not be offered or receive any 
special consideration if you take part in this research study. 
 
Also, the researcher may take your child out of this study without your 
permission.  This may happen because: 
• The researcher thinks it is in your best interest 
• Other administrative reasons 
 
The expectations of commitment are as follows: 
• Your child’s teacher will be videotaped twice weekly for an 8-week period 
using a small, digital recorder. Your child may or may not be part of the 
group that is recorded and whether or not your child participates in a 
recorded group will have no bearing on his or her grades or standing in 
the class. 
• Your child will participate in two class assessments administered in fall 
and winter during the district’s literacy assessment periods. The two 
assessments will be administered to the whole class. The selection of 
individually assessed students will be made at random and whether or 
not your child participates will have no bearing on his or her grades or 
standing in the class.  
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary. You or your child may feel 
uncomfortable knowing that he or she may be videotaped; therefore, you have 
the right to withdraw your child from the study at any time.  In the event you 
choose to withdraw your child from the study all information provided by your 
child (including recordings) will be omitted from all research analysis and the 
final written dissertation. The primary focus of the recordings will be on the 
teacher. If you do not want your child to be videotaped, he/she will be excluded 
• The lessons and individually administered assessment will only be 
viewed or listened to by professors and assistants involved in analyzing 
data for the purpose of this study, the classroom teacher, and myself. 
Though direct quotes from your child may be used in the final report, 
your child’s name and other identifying information will always be kept 
strictly confidential.  
Regarding the assessment data, student names will not be used. The data 
collection will be accessed by the classroom teacher and the researcher for the 
purpose of this study only. For the purposes of the research analysis, all 
identifying information will be removed and kept confidential. I will be the only 
person with access to the identifying information linking your child’s name to 
the data reported in the dissertation. 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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You are encouraged to ask questions or raise concerns at any time about the 
nature of the study or the methods I am using.  Please contact me at any time at 
roks.roye@comcast.net or 617-839-1016. You may also contact my faculty advisor, 
Dr. Jeanne Paratore, at jparator@bu.edu or 617-353-3285. You may obtain further 
information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB 
Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
Please review and sign the form, and then return only the section below to 
(teacher’s name) by (to be added upon approval). I am scheduled to begin the 
study the week of (to add upon approval). Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
 
Oneida Fox Roye 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Please cut here and return to your child’s teacher by (to be added upon 
approval). 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
By signing this consent form I agree that ____________________________ may 
participate 
 
____________________________  ______________ 
    (parent/guardian signature)            (Date) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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Protocol Title: Assent Form 
Principal Investigator: Oneida Fox Roye 
Description of Subject Population: Students 
Version Date: July 7, 2013 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the characteristics of effective instruction 
framed by different instructional approaches that support learning from complex 
text. Insights gathered by you and other participant will be used in writing a 
dissertation, which will be read by my dissertation committee at Boston 
University’s School of Education. Insights will also be directing the design of 
future research on the same topic. 
 
There are a few things you should know about this study: 
• You get to decide if you want to be in the study 
• You can say ‘No’ or ‘Yes’ 
• Whatever you decide is OK 
• If you say ‘Yes’ now, you can change your mind and say ‘No’ later 
• No one will be upset if you say ‘No’ 
• You can ask us questions at any time 
• We will also get permission from your parent/guardian for you to take 
part in this study 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013
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The expectations of commitment are as follows: 
 
• Your teacher will be videotaped twice weekly for an 8-week period using 
a small, digital recorder. You may or may not be part of the group that is 
recorded and whether or not you participate in a recorded group will 
have no bearing on your grades or standing in the class. 
 
• You will participate in two class assessments administered in fall and 
winter. The two assessments will be administered to the whole class. The 
selection of individually assessed students will be made at random and 
whether or not you participate will have no bearing on your grades or 
standing in the class.  
 
• Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may feel uncomfortable 
knowing that you may be videotaped; therefore, you have the right to 
withdraw from the study at any time. In the event you choose to 
withdraw from the study all information you provide (including 
recordings) will be omitted from all research analysis and the final written 
dissertation. The primary focus of the recordings will be on your teacher. 
If you do not wish to be videotaped, you will be excluded. 
 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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• The lessons and individually administered assessment will only be 
viewed or listened to by professors and assistants involved in analyzing 
data for the purpose of this study, the classroom teacher, and myself. 
Though direct quotes from you may be used in the final report, your name 
and other identifying information will always be kept strictly confidential.  
 
Regarding the assessment data, your name will not be used. The data collection 
will be accessed by the classroom teacher and the researcher for the purpose of 
this study only. For the purposes of the research analysis, all identifying 
information will be removed and kept confidential. I will be the only person with 
access to the identifying information linking you to the data reported in the 
dissertation. 
 
You are encouraged to ask questions or raise concerns at any time about the 
nature of the study or the methods I am using.  Please contact me at any time at 
roks.roye@comcast.net or 617-839-1016. You may also contact my faculty advisor, 
Dr. Jeanne Paratore, at jparator@bu.edu or 617-353-3285. You may obtain further 
information about your rights as a research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB 
Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
I will give you a copy of this paper if you want. 
 
 
Boston University Charles River Campus (CRC) IRB   
Consent Form Template; 
Version date:  December 13, 2013 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
Creating Lesson Plans: Culturally Relevant Text Analysis 
What/whose 
background 
experiences 
are 
highlighted in 
this selection? 
How are 
cultures 
represented 
in this 
selection? 
Is the 
selection 
reflective of 
my students 
and their 
experiences? 
Based on 
culturally 
relevant 
criteria which 
selections 
need to 
augmented, 
replaced and 
why? 
How would 
you use 
culturally 
relevant 
texts to 
enhance or 
augment 
the 
selection? 
     
 
Source:  Dr. Letitia Johnson-Davis, Center for Culturally Responsive Teaching and Learning 
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 APPENDIX D 
Creating Lesson Plans: Text Complexity 
  	
Three-Part Model for Complexity of Text: 
 
• Quantitative	dimensions 
• Qualitative	dimensions 
• Reader	and	Task	considerations 			
 
 
CCSS 2011 
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Creating Lesson Plans: Qualitative Dimensions of Complexity 
 
• Levels of meaning 
• Single level of meaning → Multiple levels of meaning 
• Structure 
• Simple → Complex 
• Explicit → Implicit 
• Language Conventionality and Clarity 
• Literal → Figurative or Ironic 
• Knowledge Demands: Life Experiences (Literary text) 
• Simple Theme → Complex or Sophisticated Themes 
• Knowledge Demands: Cultural/literary knowledge 
• Everyday knowledge and familiar with genre conventions → 
Cultural and literary knowledge   
• Knowledge demands: Content/Discipline Knowledge 
• Everyday knowledge and familiar with genre conventions → Cultural 
and literary discipline-specific knowledge 
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APPENDIX E 
Disciplinary Literacy Protocol: Teachers 
 
1. As you read, what did you focus your attention on? 
 Explicitly: 
 What did I do? 
 Where did I do it?  
 How did that affect my reading and understanding? 
 How will I teach this? 
2. Why do you think you focused your attention on these parts? 
 Explicitly: 
 What did I do? 
 Where did I do it?  
 How did that affect my reading and understanding? 
 How will I teach to illicit this focus? 
3. What questions, if any, did you ask as you read? 
 Explicitly: 
 What did I do? 
 Where did I do it?  
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 How did that affect my reading and understanding? 
 How will I teach to illicit these questions? 
4. What images or sensory traces, if any, did you form as you read? 
 Explicitly: 
 What did I do? 
 Where did I do it?  
 How did that affect my reading and understanding? 
 How will I teach this? 
5. What predictions did you make about how the text would unfold? 
 Explicitly: 
 What did I do? 
 Where did I do it?  
 How did that affect my reading and understanding? 
 How will I teach to illicit this? 
 
 
 
 
Adapted from Shoenbach, Greenleaf, Cziko, & Hurwitz, 1999
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APPENDIX F 
Disciplinary Literacy in English: Teacher Interview 
The following ideas serve as a guide for the semi-structured interview: 
1. What do you focus on when reading literature? 
 
2. Do you believe most literature has an unstated message/theme? If so, 
specify. 
 
3. Typically, what literary devices do you notice when reading literature? 
 
4. What do you pay attention to when reading literature? 
 
5. Do you ask questions, make connections to yourself, other texts, or the 
world as you read literature? If so, specify. 
 
6. What aspects of literature do you trace as you read? 
 
7. What do you pay attention to when reading a new literature text? 
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APPENDIX G 
 
Disciplinary Literacy Lesson Plan Modifier 
 
 
1. Did you construct the lesson to support the explorations of the meaning of 
human experiences and the aesthetic uses of language? 
2. Did construct the lesson to support the exploration of the unstated 
message/theme?  
3. Did you construct the lesson to explore literary devices (allusion, metaphor, 
symbolism, etc.)? 
4. Did you construct the lesson to identify interactions between characters, the 
context, the language, sensory details, emerging patterns, shifts in 
perspectives, central conflict, etc.? 
5. Did you construct the lesson to explore asking questions, making connections 
to yourself, other texts, or the world as you read literature?  
6. Did you construct the lesson to explore the world of the novel, the setting, the 
characters, the point of view, the plot, the language, the relationship between 
multiple elements, etc.? 
7. Did you construct the lesson to explore the details about the setting, 
descriptions about characters, the action in the story, contrasting images, etc.? 
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8. Did you construct the lesson to explore the author’s name, the title, 
characters, changes in relationships, half said hints in the text, etc.? 
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APPENDIX H 
 
Retrospective Interview Questions T1 Teacher 
1. I noticed that background knowledge/schema is part of your instruction. 
Can you tell me about that? 
 
2. I noticed that disciplinary literacy was part of your instruction. Can you 
tell me about that? 
 
3. I noticed that begin every class with a quick-write or summary.  Can you 
tell me about that? 
 
4. I noticed that you wrap-up instruction during each class using questions. 
Can you tell me about that? 
 
5. What do you do when questioning does not work? 
 
6. How do you for scaffold instruction? 
 
7. What role does comprehension play in your instruction? 
 
Retrospective Interview Questions T2 Teacher 
1. Tell me what your thoughts about the EL module? 
 
2. How did your students respond to the EL module and To Kill a 
Mockingbird? 
 
3. I noticed that you modified the curriculum in the beginning of the 
modules. Can you tell me about that? 
 
4. I noticed that you had students reading in class for lessons 14–18, can you 
tell me about that? 
 
5. Talk to me about how you scaffold instruction? 
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APPENDIX I 
Coding 
Teacher  
Disciplinary Literacy Reading Comprehension 
Unstated message Activating Scheme (Making connections) 
Literary devices Using Sensory images (Visualizing) 
Characters perspective Monitoring comprehension 
Setting Summarize 
Archetype Synthesize 
Larger truth Question 
Literary critic Graphic organizer 
Meaning of human experience Annotated 
Critique text Determining importance 
Culturally Responsive Text Complexity 
Balanced the text by adding … Text too difficult needed to scaffold 
No need to balance text Supported comprehension with discussion 
Student  
Disciplinary Literacy Reading Comprehension 
Unstated message Activating Scheme (Making connections) 
Literary devices Using Sensory images (Visualizing) 
Characters perspective Monitoring comprehension 
Setting Summarize 
Archetype Synthesize 
Larger truth Question 
Literary critic Graphic organizer 
Meaning of human experience Annotated 
Critique text Determining importance 
Culturally Responsive Text Complexity 
Cannot relate  Text too difficult 
Seems unfair Did not understand 
Could relate Understood 
Fair Not too difficult 
Cannot relate Text too difficult 
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